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ABSTRACT
Climate for inclusion has captured the attention of management scholars as well
as practitioners due to the positive effects inclusive climates have on organizations. Prior
research has shown that a strong climate for inclusion leads to desirable outcomes such as
increased organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and creativity, as well as a
decrease in intent to turnover (e.g., Acquavita et al., 2009; Groeneveld, 2011; Choi &
Rainey, 2010; Pitts, 2009). However, the field is lacking understanding of the factors that
impact inclusion climate (Guillaume et al., 2014). To answer this call for inclusion
climate formation research, this dissertation considers the relationship between supervisor
perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and climate for inclusion, moderated
by organizational structure (formalization and communication) as well as supervisor and
unit diversity orientation. Ely and Thomas’ diversity perspectives and strategy framework
(2001) suggests four rationales for diversity along with four complimentary strategies.
This dissertation empirically tests the validity of this widely utilized diversity
perspectives framework by first developing a 13- item measure for organizational
rationale for diversity, then by investigating its relationship with inclusion climate. A
second order factor structure with three first order factors resulted from confirmatory
factor analysis of the organizational rationale for diversity measure. A sample of 22 work
units with 95 employees from across the United States provided no support for the
primary hypothesis that more inclusive supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale
for diversity, along with the Integration-and-Learning rationale, would have a significant
relationship with inclusion climate.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
In the United States, employee demographics are constantly changing, making
organizations more heterogeneous than ever before. Women and ethnic minorities, for
example, represent 48.1% and 35.8% of the private industry workforce, respectively
(EEOC, 2016). The shift in workforce demographics has caused scholars to investigate
the extent to which workplace diversity is necessary for organization success and,
moreover, the conditions under which workplace diversity thrives. Questions such as “Is
diversity needed in the workplace?” “Does diversity lead to improved organizational
outcomes?” and “What type of diversity is most beneficial?” have been the focus of
considerable scholarly research. However, the results of scholarly inquiries regarding
diversity have been largely inconclusive (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Jackson, Joshi, &
Erhardt, 2003; Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). These
inconclusive findings suggest that other constructs need to be considered in the study of
diversity at work.
Scholars have turned their attention to diversity management, specifically
inclusion, in an effort to uncover mechanisms that further explain the relationship
between diversity in the workforce and desirable organizational outcomes (McKay &
Avery, 2015; Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998). Managing a diverse workplace is important to
management practitioners because of the potential positive effects diverse employees can
have on individual and firm performance; however, it is one of the most challenging
workplace issues to manage (Brief, 2008; Earley & Mosakowski, 2000; Robinson &
Dechant, 1997). Increased creativity and innovation, improved problem solving, and
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market expansion are possible outcomes when diversity is managed well (Cox & Blake,
1991; Iles & Hayers, 1997; Richard & Shelor, 2002). Turnover, absenteeism, job
satisfaction, and stunted career growth are just a few of the problems that can stem from
the mismanagement of diverse employees (Cox & Blake, 1991).
When diversity continues to be mismanaged over time, companies become
vulnerable to diversity crises. In 2017 and 2018, companies like Starbucks, GM, Google
and Uber all experienced public diversity crises. Because managing diversity is a source
of competitive advantage (Richard & Miller, 2013), organizations are looking to reap the
benefits of diverse workforces and avoid diversity crises. The inconsistent findings in
diversity research as well as the challenges of diversity management present a broader
question: Why do some organizations realize the benefits of diverse workforces while
others do not?
In an attempt to answer this question, scholars have turned to inclusion, which is
the degree to which employees feel valued and respected through experiences that
reinforce their needs for belongingness and uniqueness (Shore, Randal, Chung, Dean,
Ehrhart, & Signh, 2011). In inclusive climates, employees feel that they play an
important role in organizational functions and processes because of their distinctive
contributions (Mor Barak, 1999; Shore et al., 2011). Despite the recent increase in
interest surrounding inclusion, these investigations have not produced a clear picture of
how inclusive climates are formed (Mor Barak, Lizano, Kim, Duan, Rhee, Hsiao, &
Brimhall, 2016).
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There is some indication, however, that organizational diversity perspectives, the
philosophy behind diversity programming, may play a role in inclusion climate
formation. Wentling (2004) proposed that organizational cultures that value diversity and
top management support of diversity are two factors that are likely to lead to successful
diversity initiatives. The conceptualizations of the relationship between organizational
diversity perspectives and inclusion climate are mostly theoretical; therefore, the
development of an organizational diversity perspectives (rationales) measure is needed to
empirically test this relationship.

The purpose of this study is to develop a measure of organizational rationale for
diversity (ORD), examine the relationship between ORD and inclusion climate, and
uncover organizational and individual factors that may moderate this relationship.
Specifically, the moderation effects of organizational structure as well as supervisor and
subordinate diversity orientations are investigated.
This study makes several contributions to the diversity literature. First, this paper
develops a measure for the organizational diversity perceptions (rationale) framework
proposed by Dass and Parker (1999) as well as by Ely and Thomas (2001). Second, this
paper empirically tests the validity of the organizational diversity perspectives (rationale)
framework by investigating its relationship with inclusion climate, answering the call for
investigations into inclusion climate formation (Guillaume, Dawson, Priola, Sacramento,
Woods, Higson, Budhwar, & West, 2014).
This study includes a review of the organizational diversity perspectives and
strategies literature as well as the inclusion literature in addition to recommendations for
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future directions. In Chapter Three, a measure is developed for organizational rationale
for diversity. In Chapter Four, the relationship between ORD and inclusion climate
perceptions is investigated along with moderating mechanisms: organizational structure
(formalization and communication) and individual diversity orientation (both supervisor
and subordinate).
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction
Diversity researchers have primarily investigated the need for diversity in the
workplace, focusing on the outcomes of diversity (Cox, 1993; McLeod, Lobel, & Cox Jr..
1996; Earley & Mosawski, 2000) Results of these studies have been largely inconclusive;
therefore, scholars have turned their attention to diversity management and inclusion in
an effort to uncover mechanisms that further explain the relationship between diversity in
the workforce and both positive and negative organizational outcomes (McKay & Avery,
2015; Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998).
Inclusion is the degree to which an employee feels valued and respected through
experiences that reinforce his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness (Shore et
al., 2011) Thus, inclusion climate research involves investigations of outcomes that
impact the ever changing, diverse workforce like job security, conflict resolution,
communication, decision making, and autonomy (Mor Barak, 2005; Niishi & Mayer,
2009; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Roberson, 2006). A climate of inclusion can be
described as “one in which policies, procedures, and actions of organizational agents are
consistent with fair treatment of all social groups, with particular attention to groups that
have had fewer opportunities historically and that are stigmatized in the societies in
which they live” (Shore et al., 2011). Inclusive climates recognize, celebrate, and utilize
differences among people.
While studies on inclusion are in infancy stage within the management literature
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(Shore et al., 2011), researchers are actively investigating the impact of inclusion climate
on individual, team, and organizational level outcomes as well as cross-cultural
implications (Brimhall, Lizano, & Mor Barak, 2014; Kossek, Su, & Wu, 2017; Ozturk, &
Tatli, 2016; Tang, Jiang, Chen, Zhou, Chen, & Yu, 2015). Despite the recent increase in
interest surrounding inclusion, these investigations have not produced a clear picture of
how inclusive climates are formed (Mor Barak, Lizano, Kim, Duan, Rhee, Hsiao, &
Brimhall, 2016).

In this review, I discuss the current state of the inclusion literature and highlight
any gaps that exist. Subsequently, I discuss promising future directions and the
implications future research and practice. Chapter Two is organized as follows; in the
next section I briefly discuss important findings in the diversity literature, which
ultimately lead to a focus on inclusion studies. Next, I will discuss inclusion climate
literature as well as areas to consider as the field made the departure from diversity to
inclusion climate. Lastly, I will discuss future considerations for diversity researchers
including utilizing organizational and individual level factors to gain a better
understanding of inclusion climate.

Important Findings in Diversity Research

To understand how climate for inclusion became a topic of interest in
management research, a discussion of diversity research is necessary along with relevant
findings (and non-findings). Diversity in organizations refers to the degree to which an
organization is heterogeneous with respect to personal and functional attributes (Jehn,

6

Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). These attributes can include anything from race and gender
to education level and area of expertise. It has also been described as the representation of
people with different group affiliations of cultural significance within one social system
(Cox, 1993). Yet another definition is “the differences between individuals on any
attribute that may lead to the perception that another person is different from self”
(Jackson, 1992; Triandis, Kurowski, & Delfand, 1994; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998 as
cited in Van Knippenburg et al., 2004).
It is clear the preceding definitions share an underlying theme that refers to the
degree of difference among people within a social context. The dissimilarities between
the definitions are revealed in the contextual factors. Some definitions are concerned with
social systems or organizations and others are concerned with individual perceptions of
differences. In other words, some definitions of diversity describe the actual degree of
differences among people within a social system, while others describe individual
perceptions of differences among people within a social system. Both are important
considerations for diversity and inclusion research because some differences are not
readily perceived by individuals, yet they have an impact on outcomes (eg. value
differences).
Theories.
Diversity and inclusion share many of the same theoretical underpinnings such as
social identity and self-categorization theories (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg &Terry,
2000; Tajfel, 1982). Social identity theory explains the individual’s need to achieve selfesteem and to reduce uncertainty by identifying themselves in terms of the social
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environment (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Self-categorization is the process by which people
identify themselves according to in-group or out-group based on behaviors, feelings, and
attitudes (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Diversity scholars have used social identity and social
categorization theories as a means to explain why people form social groups consisting of
people who they perceive to be most similar to them. The theories are also used to
explain how people in organizations form groups that often leave minorities feeling
excluded and marginalized. More about both of these theories is discussed in greater
detail in the review of climate of inclusion below.
Characteristics.
The most common types of diversity investigated in management literature are
surface-level characteristics like age, gender, race, and ethnicity (Harrison, Price, & Bell,
1998). This interest in surface level diversity may be due to the fact that these differences
between surface level characteristics are typically easily detectible and are the basis of
discrimination. Surface level diversity can be defined as “differences among group
members in overt, biological characteristics that are typically reflected in physical
features” (Harrison et. al, 1998). Thus, surface-level differences are most likely the first
set of criteria that people use to determine their in-group and out-group, according to selfcategorization (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Deep-level diversity refers to differences that are not readily detectible (Jackson,
May & Whitney, 1995). Instead, deep level differences, like education, skills, experience,
values, and attitudes, are communicated through verbal and nonverbal behavior and are
only learned about through interaction or gathering of information (Harrison et al., 1998).
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These differences typically take longer to identify, but once deep-level differences are
determined, they can have negative effects on group dynamics over time (Harrison et. al,
1998; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002). Ironically, surface-level differences may
prevent people from connecting to each other according to their deep-level similarities.
Phillips, Northcraft, & Neale (2006) found that surface-level homogenous groups were
more attracted to each other once deep-level similarities were discovered; however,
surface-level diverse groups did not experience greater attraction to each other once deeplevel similarities were discovered. On the other hand, time seems to alleviate issues
related to surface-level diversity. That is, the longer groups work together, the negative
effects of surface-level diversity decrease because people focus more on deep-level
differences than surface-level differences (Harrison et al., 1998).
Outcomes.
Questions like “Is diversity needed in the workplace?” and “Does diversity lead to
improved organizational outcomes?” have been proposed through scholarly research.
However, the results of these inquiries regarding diversity have been largely inconclusive
(Harrison & Klein, 2007; Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; Van Knippenberg &
Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). Prior studies have found that there are
many advantages to maintaining a diverse workforce. The benefits of a diverse workforce
include better decision making (Cox, 1993; McLeod et al. 1996) and more problem
solving (Cox, Lobel, & Mcleod, 1991; McLeod & Lobel, 1992; Nemeth, 1992). In
addition, diverse work groups have been found to lead to increased creativity,
productivity, and quality (Earley & Mosawski, 2000; Swann, Kwan, Polzer, & Milton,
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2003), job satisfaction (Acquavita, Pittman, Gibbons, & Castellanos-Brown, 2009; Pitts,
2009) as well as group effectiveness (Cox, 1993; Jackson et al., 1995).
On the other hand, there is a competing group of studies that find that diversity
can lead to conflict via social categorization, which is a hindrance to many of the positive
outcomes discussed above (Chatman & Spataro, 2005; Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009;
Mamman et al., 2012; Sacco & Schmitt, 2005). Based on demographic group
membership, employees perceive environments differently, which could lead to
decreased social integration and increased conflict (Polzer, Milton & Swarm, 2002).
Pelled and colleagues (1999) found that functional diversity lead to task related conflict
and race and tenure diversity lead to emotional conflict. This conflict within diverse
groups of employees keeps organizations from achieving diversity-related goals. Along
with the inconsistent results regarding the relationship between diversity and group
outcomes, the research linking diverse workforces to performance is also inconclusive
(Robinson & Dechant, 1997; Richard, 2000). For example, Richard (2000) found that
racial diversity did not have a significant effect on firm performance overall, but it did
have an effect when the firm implemented a growth strategy. Timmerman (2000) found
that racial and age diversity was negatively associated with professional basketball team
performance. Another study found that better firm reputation and higher levels of
innovation partially mediated the relationship between boardroom diversity and firm
performance (Miller & del Carmen Triana, 2009).
Diversity has long been thought of as a “double edged sword” due to the lack of
consensus in diversity research (Horowitz & Horowitz, 2007); also, different types of

10

diversity have been shown to have different effects on outcomes (Harrison et al., 1998).
A meta-analysis on diversity in groups found that task-related diversity was positively
related to quality and quantity of unit performance, while bio-demographic diversity was
not; however, neither task-related diversity nor bio-demographic diversity were related to
social integration (Horowitz & Horowitz, 2007). Another study found that task-related
diversity had a positive relationship with task conflict, while race and tenure diversity had
positive relationships with emotional conflict (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999).
Kippenberg and colleagues (2004) have urged scholars to abandon investigations of the
differences between task-related conflict and demographic diversity due to the fact that
1.) all types of diversity may produce both positive and negative outcomes and 2.) what
may seem like demographic diversity may also be related to task-diversity and vice versa.
How do we make sense of the inconsistent relationships found in diversity
research? These conflicting findings suggest that the key to diversity is more complex
than simply hiring employees from underrepresented groups. Business leaders have
agreed that diversity issues should be an essential part of their business strategy (Jamison
& O’Mara, 1991; Kochan, Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, Jehn, 2003 & Thomas, 2003).
However, diverse workforces continue to be mismanaged, which can lead to higher
turnover and absenteeism, higher discrimination law suits and decreased competitive
advantage (Robinson & Dechant, 1997; Triana., García, & Colella, 2010). Thus, diversity
researchers shifted their attention to other phenomena that may be affecting
organizational outcomes.
Investigations surrounding the costs associated with mishandling organizational

11

diversity (Cox & Blake, 1991) caused scholars to study the management of diversity as a
means to reconcile conflicting outcomes in diversity research (McKay & Avery, 2015).
The costs associated with mismanaging diversity include higher turnover as well as
lowered productivity and efficiency. For example, Cox and Blake (1991) reported that
job satisfaction was lower among minority employees. These scholars also found that
turnover among women and African-Americans far outweighed turnover of white men
(Cox & Blake, 1991). In addition, they state that resolving issues with minority employee
turnover and absenteeism alone could save companies millions of dollars each year (Cox
& Blake, 1991). Failure to address diversity management not only affects the bottom line,
but also individual feelings of organizational belonging. Individuals from diverse cultural
and ethnic groups, as well as women and older adults, often find themselves excluded
from networks (Cox, 1993; Ibarra, 1993). These feelings of exclusion can lead to lower
levels of job satisfaction and higher levels of turnover and absenteeism among minority
employees (Cox & Nkomo, 1991). Therefore, inclusion is an area of diversity
management that researchers have utilized to help better explain the process of how
diversity can lead to desired outcomes in the workplace. By properly managing diverse
workforces, inclusion helps organizations take advantage of the potential benefits of
cultural diversity in work groups by creating a competitive advantage in the form of
creativity, problem solving, and adaptation to change (Benschop, 2001; Cox & Blake
1991).
Review of Inclusion Research

Inclusion is an area of diversity management that has received considerable
12

attention from scholars in recent years (McKay & Avery, 2015; Mor Barak, Cherin, &
Berkman, 1998; Mor Barak et al., 2016b; Nishii, 2013; Randel, Galvin, Shore, Ehrhart,
Chung, Dean, & Kedharnath, 2018; Shore et al., 2011; Shore, Cleveland, & Sanchez,
2018). Inclusion studies have uncovered important findings regarding the relationship
between organizational diversity and outcomes of interest. While diversity is concerned
with actual or perceived differences among people within a social system, inclusion is
concerned with different people’s perceptions of value and belonging within a social
system.
There is much variance in the definition of inclusion in the literature, which can
lead to issues with measurement and other methodological concerns. For example, Lirio,
Lee, Williams, Haugen, and Kossek (2008) defined inclusion as an “individual’s sense of
belonging, and inclusive behaviors, such as eliciting and valuing contributions from all
employees, are part of the daily life in the organization.”
Another group of researchers referred to inclusion as “the extent to which
employees believe their organizations engage in efforts to involve all employees in the
mission and operation of the organization with respect to their individual talents” (Avery,
McKay, Wilson, & Volpone, 2008). Shore et al. (2011), however, utilized optimal
distinctiveness theory to propose that both the belongingness and uniqueness of
individuals are important factors in inclusion. While belongingness is an essential part of
organizational inclusion, a person’s uniqueness must also be welcomed and celebrated
(Shore et al., 2011). Therefore, the definition proposed by Shore et al. (2011) concerns
the degree to which an employee feels valued and respected through experiences that
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reinforce his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness.
Theories.
In the early years of inclusion research, Mor Barak postulated that inclusionary or
exclusionary reactions from the environment can affect a person’s self-esteem (1998;
1999). Using Leary, Schreindorfer, and Haupt’s (1995) sociometer model of self-esteem,
Mor Barak suggested that self-esteem functions as a meter that allows people to monitor
their environment for inclusion or exclusion signals (1998; 1999). This and other theories
used in inclusion research can be found in Table 1. If the environment is perceived as
exclusionary, a person’s self-esteem is lowered (Leary et al, 1995). This causes them to
engage in behaviors that will repair the situation such as assimilation to the environment
or disengaging from the exclusionary environment.
Similar to their role in diversity research, social identity and self- categorization
theories (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Hogg &Terry, 2000; Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Tuner,
1986) have been utilized to explain inclusion findings. Social identity theory suggests
that people are attached to membership in particular identity groups based on race or
ethnicity (Tajfel, 1982). For example, a person may be attached to their Latin American
heritage, if that identity is most salient to them. Membership in groups can provide a
source of self-esteem and belonging in the social environment. Therefore, individuals
enact in-groups and out-groups, to which they assign others according to group
membership (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). According to Shore et al. (2011), inclusive climates
can help people in organizations feel included, which impacts their perception that they
are valued members of the in-group.
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Table 1: Theories in Inclusion Research
Author

Theory

Description

Implications for Inclusion

Self-esteem functions as a meter that
allows people to monitor their
environment for inclusion or exclusion
signals.

If the environment is not
perceived as inclusionary, a
person’s self-esteem is
lowered. As a result,
assimilation or
disengagement from the
environment follows.

Mor Barak, 1998,
1999

Sociometer model of selfesteem (Schreindorfer &
Haupt, 1995)

Dwertmann and
Boehm, 2016;
Nishii, 2013

Social identity (Tajfel 1982)

Individuals need to achieve self-esteem
and reduce uncertainty by identifying
Social categorization (Tajfel themselves in terms of the social
& Turner, 1986)
environment. Therefore, individuals
enact in-groups and out-groups, to
which they assign others according to
group membership.

Inclusive climates help
minimize the effects of
social categorization.

Shore et al., 2011

Optimal distinctiveness
(Brewer, 1993)

People want to feel similar to those
around them, but they also want to be
accepted for their unique individual
characteristics.

Celebrating differences and
similarities is a central
characteristic of inclusive
climates.

Mor Barak, 2016b

Intersectionality (Crenshaw,
1989)

Individuals identify with multiple
groups and recognize multiple
dimensions of one’s identity.

Inclusion helps to highlight
similarities between
employees, which is vitally
important to those who may
not have an in-group due to
intersectionality.
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Dwertmann and Boehm (2016) similarly suggest that inclusive climates should reduce
the effects of social identity and self-categorization.
Optimal distinctiveness theory states that people want to feel similar to those
around them, but they also want to be accepted for their unique individual characteristics
(Brewer, 1993). People in organizations seek acceptance into social groups, but if the
group does not value them for their uniqueness, they are likely to engage in behaviors to
restore their distinct status (Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1998). Shore et al. (2011)
proposed that individual uniqueness can help to improve group performance “when a
unique individual is an accepted member of the group and the group values the particular
unique characteristic.”
Intersectionality occurs when individuals identify with multiple groups, thus
recognizing the multiple dimensions of a person’s identity (Crenshaw, 1989; Nash, 2008;
Warner, 2008). Inclusion studies utilizing the theory of intersectionality are focused on
the social consequences experienced by individuals who belong to more than one
underrepresented group, such as African-American women (Mor Barak et al., 2016).
Individuals who belong to multiple groups often feel excluded from those same groups
because they do not fit into one category or another; however, climate for inclusion may
help to increase commonality and, thus the ability of individuals to relate to one another
within the organization (Mor Barak et al., 2016b).
Social information processing theory proposes that employees construct their
perceptions of acceptable attitudes and behaviors based on the social cues gathered from
within the workplace (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). The behaviors of other employees,
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including supervisors, can send a signal to underrepresented employees about the
importance of inclusivity within a social context. Boekhorst (2015) suggests that leaders
play an important role in shaping employee perceptions of inclusivity in the work
environment. Therefore, supervisors can shape employee perceptions of inclusivity
through their own behaviors, which signals of the importance of inclusive climate.
Characteristics and Definitions.

Few studies have proposed or empirically tested possible characteristics of an
inclusive work environment (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Nishii, 2013; Shore et al.,
2011). Mor Barak and Cherin (1998) suggest that inclusive climate falls on three
dimensions: influence in decision making (work flow and career decisions), involvement
in work groups (ability to contribute and sense of belonging), and access to resources and
information (formal and informal discussions with coworkers and superiors; access to
resources).
Inclusive climates also are characterized by proactive leaders that implement
policies and practices that support underrepresented employees, particularly voice
equality (Bell, Özbilgin, Beauregaurd & Sürgevil, 2011). According to Bell et al. (2011),
leaders can support employee voice by creating ways for all employees to express
dissatisfaction, by allowing and promoting affinity groups, by encouraging their
contributions to decision making, and by developing ties with external advocacy
organizations. Nishii (2013) operationalized inclusive climates on three dimensions:
fairly implemented employment practices, integrating differences, as well as involvement
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in decision-making. All three dimensions require intentional and active behaviors on the
behalf of management (Nishii, 2013).
Although the inclusion literature is still gaining traction, a few definitions of
inclusion have already been proposed. The definitions for inclusion vary in scope and
encapsulate feelings, behaviors, policies, and processes as displayed in Table 2. Mor
Barak proposed a definition that has not changed much over her many years of
researching in the human service field. She states that inclusion is “the degree to which
employees feel part of essential formal and informal organizational processes including
influence over the decision-making process, involvement in critical work groups, and
access to information and resources” (Mor Barak, 1999). More recently, Shore et al.
(2011) proposed that inclusion is the degree to which “an employee perceives that he or
she is an esteemed member of an organization by experiencing treatment that satisfies his
or her needs for belonging and uniqueness.”
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Table 2: Definitions of Inclusion
Reference

Definition of Inclusion

Mor Barak, 1999;
2008; 2014; 2015

The degree to which employees feel part of essential
organizational both formal and informal processes including
influence over the decision-making process, involvement in
critical work groups, and access to information and
resources

Pelled Eisenhardt, &
Xin,1999

The degree to which an employee is accepted and treated as
an insider by others in a work system

Pearce & Randel,
2004

The extent to which employees have informal social ties
with others at work and are socially included by others in
their workplace
The way an organization configures its systems and
structures to value and leverage the potential, and to limit
disadvantages, of differences
The degree to which an employee considers themselves to
be an esteemed member of an organization by experiencing
treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belonging and
uniqueness

Roberson, 2006

Shore, Randel,
Chung, Dean,
Holcombe, Ehrhart,
& Singh, 2011
Nishii, 2013

Whether individuals of all backgrounds—not just members
of historically powerful identity groups—are fairly treated,
valued for who they are, and included in core decisionmaking

A belongingness and uniqueness framework was also proposed by Shore et al.
(2011) to explain the varying levels of inclusion that employees experience. As illustrated
in Figure 1, inclusion occurs when employees experience high levels of belongingness
and uniqueness. They are treated as insiders because of their unique contributions to the
organization. On the contrary, employees experience exclusion when they do not feel like
they belong and when their unique contributions are not valued.
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Low Value in Belongingness

High Value in Belongingness

Low Value in
Uniqueness

Exclusion
Treated as an organizational
outsider in the work group while
others are treated as insiders.
Not valued for unique
contributions in the work group.

Assimilation
Treated as an organizational
insider in the work group.
Not valued for unique
contributions in the work group.

High Value in
Uniqueness

Differentiation
Treated as an organizational
outsider in the work group while
others are treated as insiders.
Unique characteristics are seen as
valuable and required for group/
organization success.

Inclusion
Treated as an organizational
insider in the work group.
Unique characteristics are seen
as valuable and required for
group/ organization success

Figure 1: Inclusion Framework (Shore et al., 2011)

Both Mor Barak and Shore et al.’s definitions have been widely accepted. Both
describe important characteristics of inclusion and could be integrated to illustrate both
individual and organizational factors. It is important that the definition for inclusion
addresses the degree to which the organization celebrates differences while also allowing
those differences to inform important work processes. Therefore, the integration of the
two definitions of inclusion used in this dissertation is: the degree to which employees’
contributions to and involvement in essential informal and formal organizational
processes fulfills their need for belongingness and uniqueness.
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Diversity Climate vs. Inclusion Climate.
It is important to discuss the conceptual differences between diversity climate and
climate for inclusion. The majority of diversity climate definitions reflect a
discrimination and fairness perspective; meaning diversity climate is primarily concerned
with employee perceptions of the importance employers place on promoting diversity
(Dwertmann, Nishii, & van Kippenberg, 2016). Research has shown that inclusion and
diversity are two separate and distinct concepts (Roberson, 2006). The two concepts
differ along their underlying assumptions regarding experiences of exclusion
(Dwertmann et al., 2016; Roberson, 2006). Inclusion accounts for organizational
experiences that may lead employees to feel excluded because of their differences.
Diversity assumes that experiences of exclusion will not occur as long as heterogeneity
among members is high and cultures are respected. Thus, diversity does not account for
the efficiency of diversity management practices as reflected by employee perceptions.
Similarly, diversity climate refers to the degree to which organizations recognize and
celebrate different cultures, while inclusion climate refers to the degree to which unique
differences are valued and utilized as an integral part of organizational processes and
procedures, leading to feelings of belonging among all employees.
On the other hand, Dwertmann et al. (2016) proposed that diversity climate
research can be summarized into two distinct perspectives, the discrimination-andfairness perspective and the synergy perspective. The first perspective, discriminationand-fairness, draws from Dass & Parker’s (1999) and Ely and Thomas’ (2001) diversity
framework. This perspective is primarily concerned with equal opportunity and the
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elimination of discrimination in the workplace (Dwertmann et al., 2016). The synergy
perspective proposed in their review focuses on managing workforces to achieve the
benefits of diversity (Dwertmann et al., 2016). According to this conceptualization,
inclusion climate may reflect the synergy perspective of diversity climate.
Measures.
Studies that offer empirical testing of inclusion climate remain scant at this stage;
however, a few studies have developed measures that have been used in inclusion
research (see Appendix A for a list of inclusion measures). The Mor Barak InclusionExclusion Scale (Mor Barak et al., 1998) was used by Brimhall et al. (2014) to measure
inclusive climate. It is a 15-item scale that evaluates inclusion climate on three
dimensions: decision-making processes, information networks, and level of involvement.
A sample item includes “My co-workers openly share work-related information with
me.” Other researchers have used Nishii’s 10-item climate for inclusion scale (2013). The
measure represents three dimensions: equitable employment practices, integration of
differences, and inclusion in decision-making (Nishii, 2013). A sample item from the
integration of differences dimension is “This unit is characterized by a non- threatening
environment in which people can reveal their ‘true’ selves.”
Roberson (2006) developed the diversity and inclusion scale, which showcased
the distinction between the two constructs. The five dimensions for this scale are (1) fair
treatment issues, (2) representation of diverse groups, (3) top management’s support of
diversity, and employee participation and organizational outcomes (4) for diverse
organizations and (5) for inclusive organizations. Downey, van der Werff, Thomas, and
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Plaut (2015) developed a perception of inclusion measure based on Roberson’s work
(2006). Example items include “I believe that I play an important role in helping to shape
the policies, procedures, and practices” and “All viewpoints, including those that differ
from the majority opinion, are considered before decisions are made.” Most recently,
Mor Barak, Findler, and Wind (2016) developed an inclusion-exclusion scale that
assesses the degree to which individual employees feel included in important
organizational processes. Sample items include “I am able to influence decisions that
affect my organization” and “My coworkers openly share work-related information with
me” (Mor Barak et al., 2016).
While most empirical inclusion studies (Brimhall et al., 2014; Dwertmann &
Boehm, 2016; Li et al., 2017) utilize one of the aforementioned measures, some studies
display little agreement between inclusion hypotheses and the operationalization of
inclusion, often using a measure of diversity or diversity climate. According to Roberson
(2006), diversity and inclusion are two distinct concepts. Diversity refers to surface and
deep level demographic differences among groups of people, while inclusion refers to
organizational objectives aimed at valuing the differences between group members and
leveraging diversity (Roberson, 2006).
One meta-analysis of inclusion in the human service field operationalized
inclusion as perceptions of organizational diversity efforts such as cross-cultural training,
diversity interventions, intercultural sensitivity training, and inclusion itself (Mor Barak
et al., 2016b). The problem with utilizing conceptually different measures as a proxy for
climate of inclusion is that any conclusions derived from the analysis may be inflated.
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However, the small number of studies that have empirically tested inclusion may have
caused the authors to include studies that would not normally have been included in a
meta-analysis. Another study utilized a series of interview questions like “have you
experienced an inclusive workplace?” and “what behaviors are more or less successful in
creating a more inclusive environment?” to qualitatively assess employee support of
LGBT inclusion (Melton & Cunningham, 2014). This qualitative study aimed to stretch
beyond inclusion definitions and theory to determine if there were other factors involved
in workplace inclusion.
Antecedents.
Researchers have proposed multiple definitions of inclusion in organizations and
have been able to describe and determine the outcomes of inclusive climates. However,
the field is lacking a full understanding of the organizational, group, and individual
factors that impact inclusion climate creation (Guillaume et al, 2014). Theoretical studies
suggest that organizational strategy, top management team leadership, as well as direct
supervisors have an impact on inclusive climate formation (Boekhorst, 2015; Guillame et
al, 2014; Shore et al., 2018).
Boekhorst (2015) suggests that it may be important for supervisors and
subordinates to share similar objectives when it comes to inclusion in order to further
reinforce inclusion expectations. Boekhorst (2015) also proposes that larger and more
diverse work groups are likely to lead to inclusive climates due to increased opportunities
to practice inclusive behaviors. Shore et al. (2018), suggests that the inclusion orientation
of managers has an impact on inclusion climate. Their study proposes that managers have
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prevention and promotion inclusion orientations (Shore et al., 2018). Managers with a
prevention orientation focus on compliance laws, preventing law suits, and preventing
exclusion in the organization, while promotion-oriented managers focus on fostering
inclusion in the organization by displaying authentic behaviors, involving all employees
in decision making, and contributing to the psychological safety of all employees (Shore
et al., 2018).
Another factor that may influence inclusion climate is organizational diversity
strategy (Boekhorst, 2015; Guillame et al, 2014). Guillame et al. (2014) proposed that
organizational diversity management policies, procedures, and practices have an impact
on inclusive climates. Boekhorst (2015) purports that organizational monetary and nonmonetary reward systems can reinforce inclusive climates by reinforcing the behaviors
that are expected. According to social information processing, employees will replicate
the behavior that is rewarded. In addition, top management leadership beliefs about
diversity are expected to have a relationship with inclusion climate via upper echelons
theory (Guillame et al., 2014). When an organization’s leaders make the strategic choice
to prioritize effective diversity management, a culture of inclusion is likely to follow.
Furthermore, direct supervisors are expected to have an impact on inclusive climates
through implementing diversity strategies and by valuing unique perspectives and healthy
debate (Boekhorst 2015; Guillame et al, 2014).
Outcomes.
Previous research displays overwhelming support for the relationship between
inclusive climates and desired group and organizational outcomes (Acquavita et al.,

25

2009; Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009; Hwang & Hopkins, 2012; McKay & Avery, 2015; Mor
Barak, 2015; Mor Barak et al., 2016a; Shore et al., 2011; Travis & Mo Barak, 2010).
There is evidence of significant relationships between climate for inclusion and
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, creativity, and intent to turnover (e.g.,
Acquavita et al., 2009; Groeneveld, 2011; Choi & Rainey, 2010; Li et al., 2015; Pitts,
2009). More specifically, Hwang and Hopkins (2012) found that perceived inclusion
affected organizational commitment, which in turn affected intention to leave. Li et al.
(2015) found that climate for inclusion moderated the relationship between cultural
diversity and information exchange, such that greater exchange of information occurred
as climate for inclusion perceptions increased, leading to better unit and individual
creativity. In addition, perceived inclusiveness was found to be positively related
positively to intent to remain in the organization and organizational attachment (Avery et
al., 2008).
Another study found that the effect of organizational diversity practices led to the
positive trust climate when perceptions of inclusion were high, but not when perceptions
of inclusion were low (Downey et al., 2015). Furthermore, a moderated mediation model
indicated that the indirect effect of diversity practices on engagement (via trust climate)
was statistically significant only at high levels of inclusion (Downey et al., 2015). Travis
and Mor Barak (2010) found that employee perceptions of inclusion in decision making
were positively related to work engagement. Illustrating the importance of leadership,
Dwertmann and Boehm (2016) found that climate for inclusion moderated the negative
relationship between disability incongruence (ex: the supervisor has a disability, but the
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subordinate does not) and leader member exchange (LMX), such that higher levels of
climate for inclusion reduced the effect of the negative relationship when the supervisor
had a disability and the subordinate did not.
Nishii (2013) found that climate for inclusion moderated the relationship between
gender diversity and relationship conflict as well as task conflict, such that higher
inclusion climate led to lower relationship and task conflict in gender diverse groups.
This finding is important because much of the diversity literature purports that group
conflict results from heterogeneous work groups and prevents them from achieving the
outcomes associated with diversity (Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled et al., 1999). One
characteristic of inclusive environments is healthy debate among people with varying
perspectives. This finding illustrates the impact of inclusion climate on one of the most
unresolved issues in diversity studies, group conflict.
Future Directions for Inclusion Research

If vs. How in Diversity and Inclusion Research.
As stated earlier, much of diversity research has been dedicated to determining
the need for diversity in organizations and investing the importance of a diverse
workforce. Although the diversity research is exhaustive and has led to many
enlightening findings, antecedents of diversity have not been a topic of empirical
investigation. This may be because there is not a particular cause for some areas of
diversity such as cognitive ability and personality. People within organizations are as
different as their individual DNA patterns; consequently, diversity exists wherever
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multiple individuals are gathered. As Van Knippenberg and colleagues stated, “workgroup diversity is a fact of organizational life” (2004).
Individual differences such as personality, self-efficacy, and cognitive ability
exist between people in every level of every organization. These differences need to be
effectively managed to produce desired outcomes. Effective management is also
necessary when people differ among demographics including gender, race, culture,
ethnicity, socio-economic status, education, values, experience, etc. While certain types
of diversity, like race and gender, garner more attention than others, all the ways in which
people differ from each other have the potential to harm organizations if those differences
are poorly managed. For example, effective managers are skilled at identifying their
employees’ different skill sets and empowering them to use those skills to contribute
toward unit goals. Managers are given strategies and training on how to manage
employees with different skills, personalities, and needs because differences between
people is a given. Mismanaging these differences would lead to undesirable outcomes.
The same can be said for both surface and deep level diversity; therefore, diversity
management deserves the same level of care from management. The workplace is more
heterogeneous than ever before. Thus, validating the mere existence of diversity may no
longer be appropriate in most contexts; however, understanding how to effectively
manage diversity has significant implications for researchers and practitioners.
Given that workplace diversity is an established characteristic in organizations,
research questions asking if diversity is necessary may be irrelevant. In the future, more
scholars should move away from studies that investigate the need for diversity and move
toward studies that explore how to manage diverse workforces, the conditions under
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which diversity goals are reached, and the internal and external factors that play a part in
shaping the work experiences of underrepresented groups. Effective diversity
management can lead to a host of positive unit and organization outcomes that create a
competitive advantage for firms; therefore, diversity management is a critical issue for
human resources managers (Mor Barak, 1999). Studies investigating inclusion have
answered this call to move the field forward in the direction of understanding diversity
management.
Inclusion Climate Formation.

As discussed above, studies have concluded that positive inclusion climates will
empower employees to feel valued and to make significant contributions to organizations.
However, studies that investigate the creation of inclusion climate are nascent at best.
While the outcomes of inclusion climate have important implications, organizations may
not achieve those outcomes without further exploration into how inclusion climate is
formed in the first place. Below, I examine possible future considerations for
organizational and individual level antecedents to inclusion climate.

Organizational Diversity Perspectives and Strategies.
Scholars should consider how organization level phenomena impact inclusion
climate. One such possibility is organizational diversity perspectives, which have been
utilized in management research (Andrews & Ashworth, 2015; Boekhorst, 2015; Shore et
al., 2011; Kulik, 2014; Roberson, 2006), but have not been empirically tested. This
framework can be employed to help explain inclusion climate formation because it has
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been proposed to explain why some organizations are not able realize the benefits of their
diverse employees (Thomas & Ely, 1996).
Organizations respond to pressures to diversify differently and, consequently,
implement different strategies in response (Dass &Parker, 1999). These differences in
strategic planning can have an impact on inclusion climate. Dass and Parker’s (1999)
model illustrates that group diversity perspectives have an impact on employees feeling
valued and respected as well as the importance of their cultural identity at work. The four
organizational diversity perspectives in order of the most inclusive to the least inclusive
are Integration-and-Learning, Access-and–Legitimacy, Discrimination-and-Fairness, and
Resistance (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Thomas & Ely, 1996). I review
the perspectives and strategies below, then discuss how they can be used to increase our
understanding of inclusion climate.
Organizations adopting an integration-and-learning perspective value similarities
and differences equally and seek multiple benefits from diversity, such as innovation,
efficiency, employee development, social responsibility (Dass and Parker, 1999). These
organizations also understand the long-term and short-term benefits of diversity (Dass &
Parker, 1999). Diversity is seen as a valuable resource that can be exploited to improve
processes and production. This perspective allows organizations to incorporate the skills
and perspectives of diverse workers directly into core business strategy and views
diversity as a resource for learning, change, and renewal (Ely & Thomas, 2001). These
organizations allow employees with diverse perspectives to contribute toward important
decisions and processes because they view diversity as an asset and a source of
competitive advantage. The proactive diversity strategy is implemented as a result of an
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integration-and-learning diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). Top managers in
proactive organizations address core issues of race, culture, and gender along with other
dimensions of diversity head on (Dass & Parker, 1999). These organizations are able to
create a comprehensive diversity strategy because they recognize that conflict and debate
caused by diversity is a healthy group process. (Dass & Parker, 1999).
The access-and-legitimacy perspective is brought on by the organization’s desire
to tap into diverse markets and customers (Dass & Parker, 1999). It may be important to
the organization for their customers to see themselves represented in the workforce. In
addition, companies that operate in this perspective are looking for increased profits as a
result of workforce diversity along the periphery of the organization (Dass & Parker,
1999). Organizations that maintain an access-and-legitimacy perspective utilize diversity
to enhance the visibility of underrepresented employees to outside stakeholders, while
keeping an assimilationist culture inside the company (Ely & Thomas, 2001). The
accommodative diversity strategy is implemented as a result of an access-and-legitimacy
diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). Organizations that implement an
accommodative strategy focus on hiring employees from under-represented groups in
boundary positions, like customer service, and may feel pressure to do so by different
demographics of customers (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001).
In the discrimination-and-fairness perspective, organizations seek to conform to
legal mandates by incorporating diversity into the workforce (Thomas & Ely, 1996).
Government mandates, such as minority employee quotas or contracting guidelines, are
of primary concern. Organizations that adopt this perspective place limited value on
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diversity because their main goal is to avoid discrimination law suits by meeting EEO
hiring and promotion standards and to satisfy the demands of special interest groups (Ely
& Thomas, 2001). Therefore, assimilation to the dominant culture is expected. The
defensive diversity strategy is implemented as a result of a discrimination-and-fairness
diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). This strategy involves balancing and
appeasing different interest groups by enforcing quotas or hiring upper-level executives
from minority groups (Dass & Parker, 1999). This can temporarily improve the morale of
minorities in the workplace; however, organizations that embrace this strategy do not
seek to use diversity to influence core processes or outcomes and they expect employees
to assimilate to the dominant culture.
An organization adopts a resistance perspective when it perceives growing
diversity in the workforce as a threat. This threatening perception is based on the belief
that people of different genders, races, and cultures would displace established workers
(Dass & Parker, 1999). Maintaining the status quo for current employees is a primary
concern for companies that hold a resistance perspective. Organizations that view
diversity management as a disruption hold a resistance perspective. The reactive diversity
strategy is implemented as a result of a resistance diversity perspective (Dass & Parker,
1999). Organizations that pursue a reactive strategy resist pressures to implement
diversify with defiance, avoidance, and even manipulation (Dass & Parker, 1999). In
addition, organizations that utilize a reactive strategy use shareholders’ interests in
keeping costs low as a reason for rejecting workplace diversity (Dass & Parker, 1999).
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Diversity Perspectives as an Antecedent of Inclusion Climate.

The previously described perspectives summarize four different rationales for
workforce diversity and can indicate the degree to which organizations value diverse
workforces. Considering the degree to which organizations value diversity is an
important factor in assessing inclusion climate creation (Guillame et al., 2014; Mor
Barak, 1999) because organization level factors are proposed to have an effect on
inclusion climate (Guillame et al, 2014; Shore et al., 2011). This proposal should be
empirically examined by investigating the relationship between organizational
perspectives and inclusion climate.
The integration-and-learning perspective promotes a shared sentiment of respect
for diversity (Ely and Thomas, 2001). Diversity is seen as a valuable resource to help
improve processes, increase innovation, and resolve organizational issues. Furthermore,
the integration-and-learning perspective views diversity as a resource for learning,
change, and renewal (Ely & Thomas, 2001). These organizations allow employees with
diverse perspectives to contribute toward important decisions and processes because
diversity is viewed as an asset and as a source of competitive advantage. These
organizations are likely to increase hiring and promotion of employees from
underrepresented groups to positions of power, which has an effect on inclusivity
throughout the organization. The characteristics of an integration-and-learning
perspective are consistent with descriptions of inclusive climates. Organizations with
inclusive climates celebrate differences as well as similarities among employees, include
underrepresented employees in critical decision-making processes, encourage managers
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to display authentic inclusive behaviors, and grant disenfranchised groups access to
information and resources (Mor Barak & Cherin, 1998; Shore et al., 2011; Nishii, 2013).
The integration-and-learning diversity perspective can be thought as an organization level
factor that may help to explain inclusion climate formation.
Methodological considerations.
Inclusion research in management literature is still rather new; however, scholars
have been able to differentiate inclusion from diversity (Kossek & Zonia, 1993;
Roberson, 2006, Shore at al., 2011; Mor Barak, 2015). Diversity is a measure of
differences, while inclusion is a measure of the management of differences. Diversity and
inclusion are two separate constructs; the measures for each should also be separate and
distinct. In order to avoid methodical issues that have been known to plague other infancy
stage research streams, scholars should be sure to assess whether it is diversity or
inclusion that is being studied and use operationalizations and measures that support the
study’s theoretical underpinnings. This will help to demonstrate discriminate validity
between inclusion and diversity as well as between inclusion climate and diversity
climate.
Organizational climate has been described as “shared perceptions of the way
things are around here” (Reichers & Schneider, 1990). Climates are measured by
aggregating psychological climate or individual employee perceptions of climate up to
the organization level. Scholars have noted that when perceptions are shared among
segments of workers, an organizational climate can surface (Reichers & Schnieder, 1990;
Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; McKay, Avery, & Morris, 2009). Like other measures of
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climate, diversity and inclusion climates have been treated as a psychological climate,
aggregated to the group or organization level (McKay et al., 2009). However,
researchers need to be careful not to include items reflecting individual experiences and
attitudes. Instead, researchers should capture shared attitudes and shared perceptions
about inclusion along with meaning attached to inclusion practices (Dwertmann et al.,
2016).

In diversity and inclusion climate literature, individual demographics of interest
are taken into account when measuring climate. In other words, the climate perceptions
of minority groups are compared against the climate perceptions of other employees to
determine if significant differences exist. This is most likely due to the fact that scholars
have been interested in the experiences of underrepresented employees and how their
perceptions may differ from other employees (Cox & Blake, 1991). However, if
organizational climate is shared perception, then it may be advantageous to determine if
different types of employees perceive the climate similarly. Without controlling for
demographics, what would the general consensus of inclusion climate be?

Moving forward, scholars can determine whether inclusion climate is a shared
perception among all employees or if inclusion climate differs along demographic lines
and types of diversity. There are several reasons why a measure of shared perception is
important. First, inclusion climates are those that make all employees feel valued for their
unique differences, this includes employees that are in the majority demographic.
Inclusion climate can determine if employees are valued for their differences, whether
surface level or deep level. Secondly, this type of measure does not include items that
35

assess individual experiences, but rather the collective experience. Employees’ ratings
would reflect the environment as a whole as opposed to their own experience. Thirdly,
the information age has offered many opportunities for employees to become aware of
inequalities in society.

The Inclusion of Inclusion.
As discussed earlier, organizations are more diverse than ever before. Employee
diversity takes into account differences in culture, values, gender, socio-economic status,
experiences, and race among other factors. Scholars should focus investigations on how
to best manage diversity as opposed to determining if diversity is needed. In addition,
management researchers outside of diversity studies should consider inclusion as an
important factor in their investigations as well because inclusion is relevant to many
management areas of research. It is likely that incorporating inclusion in theoretical and
empirical models will change the nature or strength of many of the relationships that
scholars investigate.
In the future, scholars can use diversity and inclusion constructs to help explain
organizational behavior, human resources, and strategic phenomenon. For example, racial
bias, inclusion climate, and demographic differences are likely to be moderating factors
in relationships concerning organizational citizenship behaviors. Overall, there are many
avenues for future inclusion studies both within and outside of the diversity management
field. The inclusion field needs more clarification and the factors that lead to inclusion
climate need to be investigated. Lastly, management scholars should consider inclusion
as a factor that may hold explanatory power theoretical and empirical models.
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CHAPTER THREE:
ORGANIZATIONAL RATIONALE FOR DIVERISTY MEASURE
DEVELOPMENT
As stated in the future directions section of Chapter Two, an important next step
in inclusion research is to investigate factors that lead to inclusive climates. One factor
that has been proposed to effect inclusion climate is the organization’s support for
diversity and inclusion (Boekhorst, 2015; Guillame et al., 2014; Mor Barak, 2015). At
this time, there is no measure that assesses the mechanisms behind organizational
diversity initiatives and programming. This is a critical missing piece in understanding
diversity efforts in organizations. The diversity perspectives can be thought of as the
philosophies for organizational diversity and can be utilized to test this relationship.
Despite years of utilizing the framework in diversity research to help explain important
phenomena, the diversity perspectives framework has not been empirically tested. Before
investigating the relationship and shedding light on inclusion climate formation, a robust
measure must be developed to assess organizational diversity perspectives. The purpose
of this study is to develop such a measure. This measure will assess employees’
perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity. The development of this measure
will add to the diversity literature by allowing for empirical testing of diversity
perspectives along with the many theoretical relationships proposed utilizing Ely and
Thomas’ (2001) and Dass and Parker’s (1999) frameworks.
Dass and Parker’s (1999) framework linked executive perspectives on diversity to
organizational diversity management practices. Diversity perspectives are the top
managers’ beliefs and thoughts about diversity that are derived from their personal
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experiences and values. Organizational diversity strategy can be thought of as the
collection of policies and procedures that are implemented as a result of upper
management’s beliefs about diversity. Organizational diversity perspectives and their
respective strategies are widely repeated in management literature (Andrews &
Ashworth, 2015; Boekhorst, 2015; Kulik, 2014; Roberson, 2006; Shore et al., 2011), but
empirical testing of the framework is scarce.
The diversity framework can be utilized to help explain inclusion climate
formation because it sheds light on the philosophy behind diversity programming and
implementation (Thomas & Ely, 1996). Organizations respond to pressures to diversify
differently and, consequently, implement different strategies (Dass &Parker, 1999).
These differences in strategic planning can have an impact on inclusion climate. Ely and
Thomas’ (2001) model illustrates that diversity perspectives have an impact on
employees feeling valued and respected as well as the importance of their cultural
identity at work. This paper focuses on the diversity perspectives as predictors of
inclusion climate, more specifically, supervisors’ understanding of their organization’s
diversity perspectives.
Theoretical Background
Diversity Perspectives and Strategies.
As stated in Chapter Two, the four organizational diversity perspectives in order
from the most inclusive to the least inclusive are Integration-and-Learning, Access-and–
Legitimacy, Discrimination-and-Fairness, and Resistance (Thomas & Ely, 1996; Ely &
Thomas, 2001; Dass & Parker, 1999). The respective organizational diversity strategies
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are Proactive, Accommodative, Defensive, and Reactive (Dass & Parker, 1999).
Organizations adopting an integration-and-learning perspective value similarities and
differences equally and seek multiple benefits from diversity, such as innovation,
efficiency, employee development, and social responsibility (Dass and Parker, 1999).
Diversity is seen as a valuable resource to be exploited to improve processes and
production. This perspective allows organizations to incorporate diversity directly into
core business strategy and views diversity as a resource for learning, change, and renewal
(Ely & Thomas, 2001). These organizations allow employees with diverse perspectives to
contribute toward important decisions and processes because diversity is viewed as an
asset and a source of competitive advantage. The proactive diversity strategy is
implemented as a result of an integration-and-learning diversity perspective (Dass &
Parker, 1999). Managers in proactive organizations address core issues of race, culture,
and gender along with other dimensions of diversity head on (Dass & Parker, 1999).
These organizations are able to create a comprehensive diversity strategy because they
recognize that conflict and debate caused by diversity is a healthy group process that can
be managed to ensure better decision making (Dass & Parker, 1999).
The access-and-legitimacy perspective is brought on by the organization’s desire
to tap into diverse markets and customers (Dass & Parker, 1999). The organization
believes it is important for their customers to see themselves represented in the
workforce. Therefore, companies who operate in this perspective are looking for
increased profits as a result of workforce diversity along the periphery of the organization
(Dass & Parker, 1999). Organizations that that maintain an access-and-legitimacy
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perspective utilize diversity to enhance the visibility of underrepresented employees to
outside stakeholders, while keeping an assimilationist culture inside the company (Ely &
Thomas, 2001). The accommodative diversity strategy is implemented as a result of an
access-and-legitimacy diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). Diversity is valued
within the organization, but emphasis is placed on customer service and other lower level
positions. Organizations that implement an accommodative strategy focus on hiring
employees from under-represented groups in boundary positions and may feel pressure to
do so by different demographics of customers (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas,
2001).
In the discrimination-and-fairness perspective, organizations seek to conform to
legal mandates by incorporating diversity into the workforce (Dass & Parker, 1999).
Government mandates, such as minority employee quotas, are of primary concern.
Organizations that adopt this perspective place limited value on diversity because their
main goal is to avoid discrimination law suits by meeting EEO hiring and promotion
standards (Ely & Thomas, 2001). The defensive diversity strategy is implemented as a
result of a discrimination-and-fairness diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). This
strategy involves balancing and appeasing different interest groups by enforcing quotas
or hiring upper-level executives from minority groups (Dass & Parker, 1999). This can
temporarily improve the morale of minorities in the workplace; however, organizations
that embrace this strategy do not seek to use diversity to influence processes or outcomes.
An organization adopts a resistance perspective when it perceives growing
diversity in the workforce as a threat. This threatening perception is based on the belief
that people of different genders, races, and cultures would displace established workers
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(Dass & Parker, 1999). Organizations that view diversity management as a disruption the
organization hold a resistance perspective. The reactive diversity strategy is implemented
as a result of a resistance diversity perspective (Dass & Parker, 1999). Organizations that
pursue a reactive strategy resist pressures to implement diversify with defiance,
avoidance, and even manipulation (Dass & Parker, 1999). In addition, organizations that
utilize a reactive strategy use shareholders’ interests in keeping costs low as a reason for
rejecting workplace diversity (Dass & Parker, 1999).

Organizational Rationale for Diversity
In this study, the focus is placed on organizational diversity perspectives and the
role they play in shaping inclusion climate. Supervisors play an important role in shaping
inclusive climates and their perceptions of organizational diversity perspectives can be an
important factor determining how they manage inclusivity (Nishii & Mayer, 2009). It is
important to distinguish actual organizational diversity perspectives from perceived
organizational diversity perspectives, the latter of which is the focus of this paper. Actual
organizational diversity perspectives are top management’s diversity beliefs and values
that inform organizational diversity strategies. Perceived organizational diversity
perspectives are employees’ perceptions of the organization’s reasons for diversity
strategies. To make the referent shift clear and to minimize confusion, the perceived
organizational diversity beliefs or rationales will be referred to as organizational rationale
for diversity (ORD).
Employees (e.g. supervisors) may not be privy to their CEO’s thoughts and values
regarding diversity; however, they are likely to hold perceptions as to why their
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organization pursues diversity strategies and programming. These perceptions may have
formed from formal training, organizational communication, programming, social cues,
or scanning of the environment. However, the measure developed in this study focuses on
employee perceptions of ORD, not how the perceptions were developed.
Construct Definition
Based on a referent shift of Dass & Parker’s (1999) and Ely and Thomas’ (2001)
diversity perspectives framework, organizational rationale for diversity is an employee’s
perception of the beliefs and philosophies that fuel the organization’s diversity strategy.
The four dimensions of the ORD are described above and displayed in the Table 3. They
include Integration-and-Learning, Access-and-Legitimacy, Discrimination-and-Fairness,
and Resistance.

Organizational Rationale for Diversity Measure Development
Item Development.
As discussed in the review of the literature (see previous chapter), a robust and
theory-based measure for ORD is needed to properly assess employees’ understanding of
an organization’s perspective on diversity. Based on prior research on diversity
perspectives (Dass & Parker 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001), items were developed to assess
the reasoning behind organizational diversity or lack thereof. The items were based on
the Integration-and-Learning, Access-and–Legitimacy, Discrimination-and-Fairness, and
Resistance perspectives as described above. These four perspectives represent various
levels of valuing diversity.
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Table 3: Organizational Rationale for Diversity Dimensions (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001)
Rationale for Diversity
Integration-and-Learning

Access-and-Legitimacy

Discrimination-and-Fairness

Resistance

Definition
Diverse employees have a
variety of insights, skills,
and experiences as a result
of their membership in
various cultural identity
groups.

Characteristics
• Diverse employees viewed as valuable resources that help the
organization rethink its primary tasks and define markets, products,
and strategies.
• Active participation from diverse employees in finding better,
faster and more innovative ways of doing things.
• Celebrating similarities as well as differences is important in
managing healthy debate, which leads to innovation.
Society is becoming
• Promotes a more diverse workforce to help the organization gain
increasingly multicultural
access to more differentiated consumer segments.
and new ethnic groups are
• Employees need special skills to understand and serve diverse
quickly gaining consumer
customers better and to gain legitimacy with them.
power.
• Diverse employees are found at the perimeter of the organization.
• Diversity isn't just fair; it makes business sense.
Prejudice and discrimination • As a matter of fairness and to comply with federal mandates, the
keep members of certain
organization restructures its makeup so that it more closely reflects
demographic groups out of
that of society.
organizations.
• Managerial processes treat all employees equally and with respect.
• Employees assimilate to adapt to the dominant culture.
Hiring people from diverse
• Keeping current employees are comfortable is a primary concern.
backgrounds is a threat to
• Diversity management is a non-issue because the organization does
job security for those
not value or need diverse employees.
already employed with the
• Despite federal mandates and societal pressures to diversify the
organization.
workforce, the organization does not strategize to recruit and hire
diverse employees.
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It is important that the ORD measure has practical usefulness and that it reflected
any new developments in diversity management. Therefore, Hinkin’s scale development
procedures (1995, 1998) were utilized to further develop items based on in-depth
interviews with five diversity management professionals. These human resources and
diversity officers worked in various industries such as the federal government and sports
management and had an average of 12 years of experience. Based on their knowledge of
diversity management, they were asked to provide reasons why organizations may
engage in diversity management programming and to describe varying levels of
organizational commitment to diversity. In addition, both a survey and follow-up focus
group were conducted with 35 Master’s in Human Resources students at a large public
university in the southeast region of the United States. In the survey and focus group
(more in-depth), students were asked to describe the reasons behind their organization’s
diversity management practices. They were also asked to describe reasons why their
organization’s diversity management practices were effective or ineffective. The
interviews, survey, and focus group resulted in several more items to be included for a
total of 56 items. Sample items include “My company utilizes diverse perspectives as an
opportunity for learning” for the Integration-and-Learning perspective and “My company
seeks to improve interaction with our diverse customer base” for the Access-andLegitimacy perspective.
Face and Content Validity.
Subject matter experts (3 management faculty and 7 doctoral students) rated the
items based on three criteria: the extent to which each item fit the definition of the
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corresponding ORD dimension, the extent to which they were applicable to a wide range
of industries, and the clarity of the items. In addition, three outside researchers (2
doctoral students [Psy.D, EdD] and 1 EdD) rated the items along the same criteria and
commented on the overall readability of the items. As a result, 35 items were retained for
the next step in the analysis.
Item Reduction.
To explore the factor structure, a sample of 336 professionals in supervisory roles
from across the United States derived from ROI Rocket was utilized. The sample was
58% male and 42% female, the average age was 48.1, average tenure was 13 years, and
average supervisory experience was 13.8 years. Exploratory factor analysis procedures
via SPSS and AMOS were used to analyze the factor structure. The maximum likelihood
method of extraction was used so that only the shared variance between the items would
appear in the factor solution, as opposed to the principal components method, which
returns both shared and unique variance of the items (Costello & Osborne, 2005). In
addition, promax rotation method was utilized because the items were expected to be
correlated.

Preliminary Analysis - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions.
First, the uni-dimensionality each dimension was analyzed using EFA in SPSS. A
scree plot test and eigenvalues were used to determine the number of factors to retain in
each dimension. All items in both the Integration-and-Learning (α = .947) and Accessand-Legitimacy ( α = .895) dimensions loaded on one factor each, as shown in Table 4 .
The threshold for item loading was .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
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Table 4: Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Integration-and-Learning
My organization utilizes diverse perspectives as an opportunity for learning and rethinking
primary tasks.

Factor 1
.808

My company increases cultural awareness and emphasizes multi-cultural sensitivity for all
employees.

.778

My company ensures that employees, regardless of background, feel comfortable voicing
issues with race, gender, and ethnicity.

.749

My company encourages diverse healthy conflict and debate with employees from all
backgrounds when problem solving or brainstorming.

.783

My company ensures that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and communicating
their differences to others.

.773

My company promotes diversity in the workplace because it is one of its core values.
My company ensures that diversity values have permeated the entire organization.
My company collaborates across departments to create, manage, and execute the diversity
initiatives and programs.
My company encourages all employees to become engaged in activities that reflect the
organization’s position on diversity.
My company ensures that our diversity-related goals are met is by soliciting feedback and
evaluations on diversity initiatives.
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.836
.857
.843
.822
.784

Factor 2

Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Access-and-Legitimacy
My company seeks to improve interaction with our diverse customer base and diverse
external stakeholders.

Factor 1
.705

Factor 2

.735
My company gives management and supervisors tools to manage different types of people.
My company encourages diverse employees to voice their perspectives when discussing
diverse customers or clients.
My company aims to effectively serve our diverse customer base.
My company celebrates diversity through festivities. (ex:Women’s History Month
celebration, Hispanic Heritage Month celebration, etc. ).
My company ensures that diverse employees know to share their personal experience when
discussing diversity related issues
My company ensures that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives and programs
offered.
My company ensures that managers are introduced to the organization’s position on diversity.
Discrimination-and-Fairness
My company seeks to relieve pressures from society and special interest groups to diversify
the workforce.
My company hires minorities in numbers that reflect current EEOC mandates to ensure that
diverse employees receive fair and equal treatment.
My company encourages diverse employees to study the cultural norms of the organization
and communicate them effectively.
My company promotes compliance with equal opportunity and legal mandates.
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.823
.555
.615
.781
.814
.781

Factor 1
.739
.788
.743
.517

Factor 2

Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
1.023

My company is unlikely to implement diversity practices unless required by law.
My company celebrates diversity through hiring diverse employees.

.653

My company spends little time and resources on engaging employees in diversity-related
programs.
Resistance

.467

Factor 1
.

My company avoids hiring diverse employees.

Factor 2
.826

.955

My company does not offer diversity training.
My company puts little to no effort into recruiting diverse employees.

.457

.793

My company does not encourage diverse employees to apply for positions.
.428

My company does not promote diversity in the workplace.
My company ensures that current employees are not threatened by diverse new hires.

.998

My company does not offer diversity programs.

.716

My company does not celebrate diversity.
My company does not spend time or resources on engaging employees in diversity-related
programs.

1.011
.903

My company does not have diversity-related goals.
n=336
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.506

.542

Table 5: Results w/ Items Removed –Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Results w/ Items Removed Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Integration-and-Learning
My organization utilizes diverse perspectives as an opportunity for learning and rethinking primary tasks.

Factor 1
.808
.778

My company increases cultural awareness and emphasizes multi-cultural sensitivity for all employees.
My company ensures that employees, regardless of background, feel comfortable voicing issues with race,
gender, and ethnicity.

.749

My company encourages diverse healthy conflict and debate with employees from all backgrounds when
problem solving or brainstorming.

.783

My company ensures that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and communicating their differences
to others.

.773

My company promotes diversity in the workplace because it is one of its core values.
My company ensures that diversity values have permeated the entire organization.
My company collaborates across departments to create, manage, and execute the diversity initiatives and
programs.
My company encourages all employees to become engaged in activities that reflect the organization’s position
on diversity.
My company ensures that our diversity-related goals are met is by soliciting feedback and evaluations on
diversity initiatives.

49

.836
.857
.843
.822
.784

Results w/ Items Removed Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
Access-and-Legitimacy

Factor 1
.705

My company seeks to improve interaction with our diverse customer base and diverse external stakeholders.
.735
My company gives management and supervisors tools to manage different types of people.
My company encourages diverse employees to voice their perspectives when discussing diverse customers or
clients.
My company aims to effectively serve our diverse customer base.
My company celebrates diversity through festivities. (ex:Women’s History Month celebration, Hispanic
Heritage Month celebration, etc. ).
My company ensures that diverse employees know to share their personal experience when discussing
diversity related issues
My company ensures that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives and programs offered.
My company ensures that managers are introduced to the organization’s position on diversity.
Discrimination-and-Fairness
My company seeks to relieve pressures from society and special interest groups to diversify the workforce.
My company hires minorities in numbers that reflect current EEOC mandates to ensure that diverse
employees receive fair and equal treatment.
My company encourages diverse employees to study the cultural norms of the organization and communicate
them effectively.
My company promotes compliance with equal opportunity and legal mandates.
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.823
.555
.615
.781
.814
.781
Factor 1
.706
.776
.730
.577

Results w/ Items Removed Uni-dimensionality of Preliminary ORD Dimensions
My company celebrates diversity through hiring diverse employees
Resistance

.702
Factor 1
.847

My company does not offer diversity training.
My company puts little to no effort into recruiting diverse employees.

.800
.796

My company does not promote diversity in the workplace.

.887

My company does not offer diversity programs.

.826

My company does not celebrate diversity.
My company does not spend time or resources on engaging employees in diversity-related programs.

.913
.868

My company does not have diversity-related goals.
n=336
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The items in the Discrimination-and-Fairness dimension loaded on two factors. It was
determined that respondents could perceive the two items loaded on Factor 2 more
negatively than the items loaded on Factor 1. As a result, these two items were removed
from the measure and alpha improved from .501 to .826. Three of the four cross loading
items in the Resistance dimension related to the hiring process. Also, one item that did
not load on either factor asks respondent to rate the response to diverse new hires. Since
Resistance Rationale organizations actively avoid hiring diverse employees, these items
may not completely align with the Resistance Rationale. Three items were dropped from
the measure and alpha improved from .901 to .947. This resulted in 30 items to be
retained for EFA assessment of the entire ORD measure. Table 5 illustrates the unidimensionality of the dimensions after removing the aforementioned items.

Preliminary Analysis - Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Entire ORD
Measure.
To assess the factor structure of the entire measure, EFA via SPSS was utilized.
Again, a scree plot test and eigenvalues were used to determine the number of factors to
retain. Again, the threshold for item loading was .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The
ORD items fell on three factors; however, all seven of the Resistance dimension items
loaded negatively on the first factor with the Integration-and-Learning items. After
analyzing the items, it was determined that the negative loadings indicated that the items
measured the opposite pole of the first factor. As a result, these items were removed the
from the ORD measure. When the Resistance dimension items were removed from the
analysis, the remaining items fell on two factors. After analyzing the items’ loadings and
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assessing the fit of the data, several items were dropped. As highlighted in Table 6, the 12
remaining items achieved an alpha of .820 for the entire measure.

The Discrimination-and-Fairness dimension consisted of two negatively loaded
items and it was determined that these items could be perceived negatively by
respondents. Therefore, another sample was utilized to further develop the measure. The
goal was to revise and increase the number of items in the Discrimination-and-Fairness
items as well as to address cross-loadings and to finalize the remaining items.
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Table 6: EFA Results for Entire Measure - Preliminary ORD Items
EFA for Entire Measure –Preliminary ORD Items

Factor 1

Factor 2

My company utilizes diverse perspectives as an opportunity for learning and rethinking primary tasks.

.612

My company ensures that employees, regardless of background, feel comfortable voicing issues with
race, gender, and ethnicity

.862

My company encourages diverse healthy conflict and debate with employees from all backgrounds
when problem solving or brainstorming

.829

My company ensures that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and communicating their
differences to others
My company promotes diversity in the workplace because it is one of its core values

.921
.514

.337

My company ensures that diversity values have permeated the entire company

.579

.319

My company celebrates diversity through festivities. (ex: Women’s History Month celebration,
Hispanic Heritage Month celebration, etc.)

.824

My company ensures that diverse employees know to share their personal experience when discussing
diversity related issues

.577

My company ensures that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives and programs offered

.831

My company ensures that managers are introduced to the company’s position on diversity

.637

My company is unlikely to implement diversity practices unless required by law
My company spends little time and resources on engaging employees in diversity-related programs
n=336
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-.333
-.320

Uni-dimensionality of Finalized ORD Dimensions.
The stem of the ORD items was revised and words that could be perceived
negatively were changed. In addition, three more Discrimination-and-Fairness items were
generated with the goal of increasing the number of items to at least three. An Mturk
sample of 141 employees with supervisory experience from across the United States was
utilized. The sample was 59% male, 40% female, and 1% bi-gender or gender nonconforming. The average age was 33, average tenure was 5.6 years, and average
supervisory experience was 5.2 years. First, the uni-dimensionality each dimension was
reassessed. A scree plot test and eigenvalues were used to determine the number of
factors to retain in each dimension. Maximum likelihood extraction and promax rotation
were utilized. The threshold for item loading was .30 (Costello & Osborne, 2005). All
items in both the Integration-and-Learning (α = .899) and Access-and-Legitimacy ( α =
.857) dimensions loaded on one factor each, as shown in Table 7 .

The Discrimination-and-Fairness items loaded on two factors. The three items
that loaded on to the first factor concerned legal mandates and the other two items
concerned different aspects of the dimension. The two items that did not concern legal
mandates were removed from the measure and alpha incrementally improved from .737
to .749. A total of 13 were retained for assessment of the finalized entire ORD measure.
Table 8 illustrates the uni-dimensionality of the dimensions after removing the
aforementioned items.
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Table 7: Revised Items Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions
Revised Items - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions
Integration-and-Learning
It is important to my company that diverse perspectives are utilized as an opportunity for learning
and rethinking primary tasks.
It is important to my company that employees, regardless of background, feel comfortable
voicing issues with race, gender, and ethnicity.

Factor 1
.828

It is important to my company that employees from all backgrounds engage in healthy conflict
and debate when problem solving or brainstorming.

.715

It is important to my company that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and
communicating their perspective and experiences to others.

.777

Diversity in the workplace is one of my company's core values.

.785

It is important to my company that diversity values disseminate through the entire organization.

.798

Access-and-Legitimacy
It is important to my company to celebrate diversity through festivities. (ex: Women’s History
Month celebration, Hispanic Heritage Month celebration, etc. )

Factor 1
.659

It is important to my company that diverse employees share their personal experience when
discussing diversity related issues.

.787

It is important to my company that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives and
programs offered.

.865
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.732

Factor 2

Revised Items - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions
It is important to my company that managers are introduced to the organization’s position on
diversity.
Discrimination-and-Fairness

.806

.

Factor 1

Factor 2

It is important to my company to promote compliance with equal opportunity and legal mandates.

1.074

It is important to my company to implement diversity practices that are required by law.

.537

It is important to my company to minimize the time and resources engaging employees in
diversity-related programs
It is important to my company to relieve pressures from society and special interest groups to
diversify the company.
It is important to my company to hire minorities in numbers that reflect current
government/EEOC mandates.
n=141
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.550
.757
.416

.361

Table 8: Finalized Results - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions
Finalized Results - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions
Integration-and-Learning
It is important to my company that diverse perspectives are utilized as an opportunity for learning and
rethinking primary tasks.
It is important to my company that employees, regardless of background, feel comfortable voicing issues
with race, gender, and ethnicity.

Factor 1
.828
.732

It is important to my company that employees from all backgrounds engage in healthy conflict and debate
when problem solving or brainstorming.

.715

It is important to my company that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and communicating
their perspective and experiences to others.

.777

Diversity in the workplace is one of my company's core values.

.785

It is important to my company that diversity values disseminate through the entire organization.

.798

Access-and-Legitimacy
It is important to my company to celebrate diversity through festivities. (ex: Women’s History Month
celebration, Hispanic Heritage Month celebration, etc. )

Factor 1
.659

It is important to my company that diverse employees share their personal experience when discussing
diversity related issues.

.787

It is important to my company that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives and programs
offered.
It is important to my company that managers are introduced to the organization’s position on diversity.

.865

58

.806

Finalized Results - Uni-dimensionality of ORD Dimensions

Factor 1

Discrimination-and-Fairness

Factor 1

It is important to my company to promote compliance with equal opportunity and legal mandates.

.889

It is important to my company to implement diversity practices that are required by law.

.662

It is important to my company to hire minorities in numbers that reflect current government/EEOC
mandates.

.604

n=141
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Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Finalized ORD Measure.
Exploratory factor analysis procedures via SPSS was used to analyze the factor
structure. The maximum likelihood method of extraction was used and a promax rotation
method. A scree plot test and eigenvalues were assessed to determine the number of
factors to retain. Each of the 13 items fell on one factor with no cross loadings or
negative loadings. The finalized ORD measure reached of alpha of .940. The final 13
ORD items and factor loadings are displayed in Table 9.

Table 9: Exploratory Factor Analysis - Finalized ORD Measure
Exploratory Factor Analysis- Finalized ORD Measure

Factor 1

It is important to my company that diverse perspectives are utilized
as an opportunity for learning and rethinking primary tasks.
It is important to my company that employees, regardless of
background, feel comfortable voicing issues with race, gender, and
ethnicity.
It is important to my company that employees from all backgrounds
engage in healthy conflict and debate when problem solving or
brainstorming.
It is important to my company that diverse employees are
comfortable displaying and communicating their perspective and
experiences to others.
Diversity in the workplace is one of my company's core values.

.780

It is important to my company that diversity values disseminate
through the entire organization.
It is important to my company to celebrate diversity through
festivities. (ex: Women’s History Month celebration, Hispanic
Heritage Month celebration, etc. )
It is important to my company that diverse employees share their
personal experience when discussing diversity related issues.

.796

It is important to my company that all departments are aware of the
diversity initiatives and programs offered.
It is important to my company that managers are introduced to the
organization’s position on diversity.

.801
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.700

.725

.781

.769

.638

.820

.783

Exploratory Factor Analysis- Finalized ORD Measure

Factor 1

It is important to my company to promote compliance with equal
opportunity and legal mandates.
It is important to my company to implement diversity practices that
are required by law.
It is important to my company to hire minorities in numbers that
reflect current government/EEOC mandates.

.689
.644
.712

n=141

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Finalized ORD Measure.
The 1 factor solution was not expected, but not surprising. This exploratory study
is the first attempt to develop a measure for this construct; therefore, some differences
between the theoretical framework and the empirical data may occur. However, the CFA
results below show that a second order factor with 3 first order factors was the most
appropriate fit for the data. Structural equation modeling was utilized via AMOS to
confirm the factor structure. The Mturk sample consisted of 140 employees with
supervisory experience from across the United States. The sample was 63% male, 36%
female, and 1% gender non-conforming. The average age was 33, average tenure was 5.5
years, and average supervisory experience was 5.2 years. One and three factor models
were constructed and analyzed to determine the better fit. The first was a one-factor
model, in which all items in Table 9 were indicative of one ORD factor. The second was
a three-factor model with Integration-and-Learning, Access-and-Legitimacy, and
Discrimination-and-Fairness items loading onto their own factors. Fit statistics for these
models are shown in Table 10.
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Table 10: CFA Fit Statistics for ORD Measure
χ²

df

CFI

1 factor solution

140.16

65

.929

.091

.070, .112

3 factor solution

123.276

62

.942

.084

.062, .106

RMSEA RMSEA CI

n=140

Chi square is an index of model fit. CFI above .9 is generally acceptable and the
closer CFI is to 1, the better the fit (Bentler, 1990). The root-mean-square error of
approximation (RMSEA) is also a fit statistic in which values between .05 and ,08
indicate reasonable fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). The 90% confidence interval shows
how exact the fit estimate is. The results in Table 10 illustrate that the best fitting model
is the three-factor model; however, the three factors were highly correlated (average r =
.915). This indicates interrelated dimensions of a higher order construct. Also, a chi
square difference test displayed significant differences between the 1 and 3 factor
solution (Δchi² = 16.88, Δdf = 3, p-value = .000). These results along with the factor
structure from EFA analysis confirms that structure of the ORD measure is a second
order construct.
A second-order ORD factor with three first-order factors indicated that the data
supported the three-dimension structure (CFI= .942; RMSEA = .084, 90% CI= .06, .10).
The items in the measure significantly loaded on the expected factors and the factor
loadings ranged from 0.67 to 0.827 as displayed in Figure 2. Cronbach’s alpha for the
measure was .934.
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Figure 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis for ORD items
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.578

Construct Validity.

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to display differences between the ORD
measure and a diversity climate measure (McKay et al., 2008). Diversity climate
measures individual perceptions of the extent to which their organization’s practices and
social context is affected by their own group membership. ORD measures individual
perceptions of their organization’s reasons for implementing diversity strategies. The
second order factor structure for the 13 ORD items were entered into the model as well as
the 4 diversity climate items. Diversity climate and the second order ORD factors were
allowed to correlate. The results presented in Table 11 display the square root of average
variance explained (AVE) for each construct. This indicates problems with discriminate
validity since the square root of the AVE for diversity climate is less than its correlation
with ORD (0.922).

Table 11: CFA Discriminant Validity

ORD
ORD
Diversity Climate

Diversity
Climate

0.953
0.922**

** p< .001
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0.753

The results of this analysis indicate discriminant validity issues; however, the two
measures are theoretically different. Diversity climate is concerned with personal
experiences of employees, dependent on group membership, as well as their perceptions
of the organization. In addition, it measures the results of diversity strategy in practice
and social context. ORD is concerned with perceptions of the organization and measures
the reasoning behind organizational diversity strategy. In similar fashion, diversity
climate and inclusion climate have been accepted as two distinct constructs despite high
correlations and discriminant validity issues.
Per Cronbach and Meehl (1955), the correlations between ORD and constructs
within the nomological network were determined, as displayed in Table 12. A previously
collected sample, which was split in two for prior analysis, was combined for this
analysis due to small sample size. The sample was 61% male, 38% female, and 1% bigender or gender non-conforming. The average age was 33, average tenure was 6 years,
and average supervisory experience was 5.5 years.
Typically, convergent validity is examined by demonstrating that the measure is
highly correlated with measures that assess similar constructs; however, a measure of this
kind has yet to be developed. The construct closest to ORD in the nomological network,
organizational diversity management practices, was utilized although the two measures
share only a few similarities. Thus, the correlation examined was between ORD and Fink
and Pastore’s (2001) diversity practices measure, which includes compliance/noncompliance, reactive diversity management, and proactive diversity management
dimensions. Due to the sample size-number of items ratio, the items were collapsed down
from 28 items to three scale scores representing each dimension. The ORD measure is
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negatively correlated with the diversity practices measure (α = .896, r= -.964, p < .01) as
expected since two of the three diversity practices dimensions include less inclusive to
non-inclusive approaches to diversity management.

Table 12: ORD Nomological Network Descriptive Statistics
M

SD

α

Correlation

Diversity Practices

3.14

.59

.896

-.964

Environmental Dynamism

3.67

.82

.744

.390

Product Differentiation

3.62

.70

.844

.515

Psychological Safety

3.37

.64

.631

.357

Overall Justice Climate

3.53

.60

.744

.778

n=281

A demonstration that ORD is moderately correlated with measures of
theoretically related constructs in the nomological network also provides evidence of
convergent validity. Thus, the correlations between ORD and two antecedents,
environmental dynamism and product differentiation as well as two diversity-related
measures, psychological safety and overall justice climate were analyzed. The
correlations for antecedents were .369 (α = .744, p < .01) for environmental dynamism
(Jansen et al., 2006) and .507 (α = .844, p < .01) for product differentiation (Zahra &
Covin, 1993). The correlations for diversity-related measures were .351 (α = .631, p <
.01) for psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999) and .778 (α = .744, p < .01) for overall
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justice climate (Ambrose & Schmike, 2009). Moderate to high correlations were
expected for psychological safety and overall justice climate as these two constructs have
been linked to diversity constructs (McKay et al., 2008; Roberson & Stevens, 2006;
Singh, Winkel, & Selvarajan, 2013). Therefore, the ORD measure was correlated with
measures of theoretically related constructs in expected directions, albeit considerably
strong relationships.

Discussion
This study developed a measure for the organizational diversity perspectives
theoretical framework (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001). It differs from other
organizational diversity measures in that it assesses the philosophy or reasoning behind
diversity efforts and programming. Although discriminant validity issues exist, the results
support the reliability and convergent validity of the ORD measure, the first measure of
its kind. In summary, a total of 56 items were developed for the ORD measure. As a
result of face and content validity assessments as well as EFA on two samples, 13 items
were retained for the final ORD measure and reached an acceptable level of reliability (α
= .940). The CFA confirmed a second order factor structure for the ORD measure with
three first order factors. Construct validity assessments confirmed that the ORD measure
was correlated with theoretically related to constructs in expected directions.

This study has implications to move the diversity and inclusion field forward for
both researchers and practitioners. First, the ORD measure represents a step forward in
answering the call for assessing inclusion climate formation (Guillame et al., 2014).
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Second, the ORD measure development process resulted in a second order factor
structure with three first order factors, which is an important finding regarding the
empirical investigation of the diversity perspectives framework. Although Dass and
Parker (1999) presented four diversity perspectives in the framework, Ely and Thomas’
framework (1996, 2001) did not include the Resistance perspective, which dropped
during exploratory factor analysis of the ORD measure. Third, diversity researchers can
empirically test the many theoretical relationships derived from Dass and Parker’s (1999)
framework. Researchers can also utilize this measure to determine employees’
perceptions of the underlying reasons behind their organization’s quest for workplace
diversity and make necessary changes to training and programming as a result. Fourth,
practitioners will also benefit from future empirical analysis derived from this
framework. The ORD measure can be used to determine if the methods used for relaying
diversity rationale messaging to employees is effective.

Limitations
Although appropriate steps were taken to meet the standards of measure
development in management research, this study has some limitations. The sample was
derived from supervisors across the United States who work in various industries. While
this strengthens the generalizability of the ORD measure, it does not reflect how the
measure is likely to be used in a practical sense. Using this measure within a single
industry or a single organization may indicate whether or not it will be reliable in a more
confined context. It may also lead to discovering conditions under which the measure
may or may not be useful. In addition, the ORD measure bears the same discriminant
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validity issues as other diversity measures. In the future, researchers can investigate the
interesting dynamic between the rationale behind diversity strategy (ORD), diversity
strategy itself, diversity climate, and inclusion climate.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
ORGANIZATIONAL RATIONALE FOR DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION
CLIMATE FORMATION

In Chapter Three, a measure for organizational rationale for diversity is
developed. The purpose of Chapter Four is to empirically test the relationship between
ORD and inclusion climate and to investigate unit and individual level moderators that
effect this relationship. The specific moderators studied are organizational structure,
supervisor’s diversity orientation, and subordinate’s diversity orientation. This is the first
study to investigate the relationship between perceptions of organizational rationale for
diversity and inclusion climate. This study adds to the inclusion climate literature by
addressing inclusion climate formation, which will lead to greater understanding of
inclusion in the workplace for both researchers and practitioners

Climate Formation
Along with organizational rationale for diversity, scholars have proposed other
influences that may have a moderating effect on inclusion climate. Among the many
possible relevant factors, research suggests that organizational structure, leadership, and
individual dynamics may be important considerations (Avery & McKay, 2010; Cox &
Blake, 1991; Martins & Parsons, 2007; Richard, 2000). For example, Cox and Blake
(1991) proposed that top management’s support for diversity is a vitally important factor
in creating an inclusive, multicultural environment. Also, the relationship between
employee diversity and productivity is stronger when firms pursue a growth strategy,
signaling a more flexible structure (Richard, 2000). Organizations that pursue growth
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strategies engage in activities, such as expanding to new markets or diversifying their
business acquisitions, which require them to stay flexible to respond to the environment.
In addition, individual attitudes and beliefs about diversity were found to impact
perceptions of diversity initiatives (Martins & Parsons, 2007). While the relationship
between ORD and inclusion climate is important (Guillame et al., 2014; Mor Barak,
1999) and is the focus of this study, an investigation in organizational climate formation
also requires determining other leadership and individual factors that could possibly
influence inclusion climate.

Consistent with the findings above, climate formation is often moderated by
variables such as personality, task structure, and supervisory style (Field & Abelson,
1982). The structural and interactive approaches to climate formation (Schneider &
Reichers, 1983) can help uncover moderating mechanisms that will be investigated in this
study. According to the structural approach to climate formation, aspects of
organizational structure such as the degree of centralization, the number of levels in the
hierarchy, and the extent of formalization help to form organizational climates (Ashforth,
1985; Moran & Volkwein, 1992). In congruence with the climate formation literature,
aspects of organizational structure (formalization and communication) are investigated as
moderators in the relationship between ORD and inclusion climate in this study.

According to the interactive approach to climate formation, others’ actions help
individuals define events, practices, and procedures (Schneider & Reichers, 1983).
Perceptions of climate are influenced by the observation and interactions between
individuals’ supervisors, coworkers, and referent others in a process by which
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“individuals check, suspend, regroup, and transform their own perceptions of events in
light of the interactions they have with others in the setting” (Moran & Volkwien, 1992).
Supervisor implementation of organizational diversity strategy and inclusive behavior
modeling can influence processes, performance, and climates (Randel at al., 2017; Shore
et al., 2011). Supervisors are an important part of the interactive approach to climate
formation, which is why supervisor diversity orientation is investigated as a moderator.

The interactive approach to climate formation also states that interactions with
others compel individuals to make personal adjustments in order to better understand
their environment and converge with it (Ashforth, 1985). Individuals use interactions to
make sense of their environment and to reasonably adapt it, which helps to create and
reinforce the climate. Furthermore, obtaining an accurate view of inclusivity and making
the necessary changes to align with it depends on the unit’s ability to remain open to new
information and different points of view. Therefore, unit diversity orientation is
investigated as a moderator. The conceptual model can be found in Figure 3.

Perceptions of Organizational Rationale for Diversity as a Predictor of Inclusion
Climate
Similar to other types of organizational strategy, such as innovation, competitive,
and human resources (Neal, West, & Patterson, 2005; Nybakk & Jenssen, 2012; Richard
& Johnson, 2001), diversity strategy can influence internal organizational processes,
performance and climates (Hambrick, 1980).
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Figure 3: Conceptual Model
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Organizational rationale for diversity helps to formulate the diversity strategies that
organizations implement (Ely & Thomas, 2001). Diversity policies and practices may
take on similar characteristics across organizations; however, it is the diversity rationale
behind those policies and practices that has an impact on inclusion climate. For example,
two different organizations may have a five-year plan to hire and promote minorities to
management positions in numbers that reflect the region’s demographic makeup. One
organization’s rationale for this plan is to adhere to federal mandates for hiring
minorities. The other organization’s rationale for the plan is to develop a more innovative
and creative work environment. Therefore, once the goal of hiring and promoting
minorities to management positions is met, the two organizations will utilize the diverse
employees’ skills and insights differently based on their differing rationales for diversity.
Supervisors’ understanding of the underlying reason for their organization’s
diversity strategy is an important factor in helping them to implement the required
practices and procedures within their units. Therefore, their perceptions of ORD can have
an effect on inclusion climate formation. Furthermore, ORD and inclusion climate
frameworks are consistent with each other and can be reconciled to explain the
relationship between the two constructs.
Organizational Rationale for Diversity
As reviewed in the literature review and measure development, the three ORD
dimensions are Integration-and-Learning, Access-and–Legitimacy, and Discrimination-
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and-Fairness, (Thomas & Ely, 1996; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Dass & Parker, 1999).
Organizations adopting an integration-and-learning perspective value similarities and
differences equally and seek multiple benefits from diversity, such as innovation,
efficiency, employee development, and social responsibility (Dass and Parker, 1999).
Diversity is seen as a valuable resource to be exploited to improve processes and
production. This perspective allows organizations to incorporate diversity directly into
core business strategy and views diversity as a resource for learning, change, and renewal
(Ely & Thomas, 2001). These organizations allow employees with diverse perspectives to
contribute toward important decisions and processes because they view diversity as an
asset and a source of competitive advantage.
The access-and-legitimacy perspective is brought on by the organization’s desire
to tap into diverse markets and customers (Dass & Parker, 1999). An organization
pursuing this perspective believes it is important for their customers to see themselves
represented in the workforce. Therefore, companies who operate in this perspective are
looking for increased profits as a result of workforce diversity along the periphery of the
organization (Dass & Parker, 1999). Organizations that that maintain an access-andlegitimacy perspective utilize diversity to enhance the visibility of underrepresented
employees to outside stakeholders, while keeping an assimilationist culture inside the
company (Ely & Thomas, 2001).
In the discrimination-and-fairness perspective, organizations seek to conform to
legal mandates by incorporating diversity into the workforce (Dass & Parker, 1999).
Government mandates, such as minority employee quotas or contracting guidelines, are
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of primary concern. Organizations that adopt this perspective place limited value on
diversity because their main goal is to avoid discrimination law suits by meeting EEO
hiring and promotion standards (Ely & Thomas, 2001). Therefore, assimilation to the
dominant culture is expected.
Climate for Inclusion
Inclusion, along with inclusive climate, is an area of diversity management that
has received considerable attention from scholars in recent years (McKay & Avery, 2015;
Mor Barak et al., 1998; Mor Barak et al., 2016b; Nishii, 2013; Shore et al., 2011).
Inclusion studies have uncovered important findings regarding the relationship between
organizational diversity and various outcomes of interest. While diversity is concerned
with actual or perceived differences among people within a social system, inclusion is
concerned with different people’s perceptions of value and belonging within a social
system.
An important goal of organizational inclusion is to reassure employees that they
belong in the organization without disregarding their unique characteristics and
perspectives. Shore et al. (2011) utilized optimal distinctiveness theory to propose that
both the belongingness and uniqueness of individuals are important factors in inclusion
climate. Although belongingness is an important part of inclusion, a person’s uniqueness
must also be welcomed and celebrated (Shore et al., 2011).
Previous research displays support for the relationship between inclusive climates
and desired group and organizational outcomes (Acquavita et al., 2009; Gonzalez &
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DeNisi, 2009; Hwang & Hopkins, 2012; McKay & Avery, 2015; Mor Barak, 2015; Mor
Barak, 2016; Pardasani & Goldkind, 2013; Shore et al., 2011; Travis & Mor Barak,
2010). There is evidence of a positive and significant relationship between climate for
inclusion and organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and creativity, as well as a
negative relationship with intent to turnover (e.g., Acquavita et al., 2009; Choi & Rainey,
2010; Groeneveld, 2011; Pitts, 2009). In inclusive climates, employees feel valued and
accepted because of their distinctive contributions, not in spite of them (Shore et al.,
2011). This empowers underrepresented employees to present their authentic selves in the
workplace. Inclusive environments relieve minority employees from pressures to
conform to the dominant culture. These employees are able to focus primarily on their
work instead of spending valuable cognitive and emotional resources trying to navigate
complex social systems that exclude them from critical organizational processes.
According to the inclusion framework proposed by Shore et al. (2011), there are
varying levels of inclusion that employees experience. As illustrated in Chapter Two,
Figure 1, differentiation occurs when employees are treated as organizational outsiders,
but their unique contributions are valued. Diverse employees can still be made to feel like
outsiders when their skills are utilized for primarily diversity related tasks, like accessing
diverse consumer segments or interacting with diverse customers.
Assimilation occurs when employees are treated as organizational insiders but are
not valued for unique contributions in the work group. When the only path to success for
diverse employees is to minimize their unique perspectives and insights, organizations
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signal that assimilation is required. Inclusion occurs when employees are treated as
insiders because of their unique contributions to the organization, not in spite of them.

Reconciling the ORD and Inclusion Frameworks
Scholars agree that inclusive climates empower all employees to make
meaningful contributions and lead to desirable outcomes like increased creativity,
problem solving, and productivity (Acquavita et al., 2009; Gonzalez & DeNisi, 2009;
McKay & Avery, 2015; Shore et al., 2011; Travis & Mor Barak, 2010). However, the
field is lacking is a full understanding of the organizational, group, and individual factors
that impact inclusion climate creation (Guillaume et al., 2014).
The diversity perspectives, operationalized as ORD here, and inclusive climate
dimensions can be reconciled to explain the relationship between the two frameworks, as
illustrated in Figure 2 (Dass & Parker, 1999; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Shore et al., 2011).
The ORD dimensions are consistent with dimensions of inclusion climate. For example,
organizations that hold an Integration-and-Learning diversity rationale value a variety of
experiences, skills and insights among employees and value them as a resource for
learning and adaptive change. This is consistent with an inclusive climate outcome,
where employees feel a strong sense of belonging because their unique contributions are
valued. Similarly, the Discrimination-and-Fairness rationale purports that prejudice has
historically kept certain demographic groups out of organizations; therefore, compliance
with federal mandates for diversity and pacifying special interest groups are of upmost
importance (Dass & Parker, 1999). The Discrimination-and-Fairness rationale is
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consistent with and assimilation climate where employees are treated as insiders as long
differences are minimized. The unique perspectives and skills that employees can offer
are not valued in an assimilationist climate.

Discrimination-andFairness Rationale
Diverse employees are
hired to comply with
federal mandates because
prejudice keeps members
of certain demographic
groups out of
organizations.

Access-and-Legitimacy
Rationale
Diverse employees are
utilized to reach new
markets because society is
becoming increasingly
multicultural and new ethic
groups are quickly gaining
consumer power.

Integration-andLearning Rationale
Diverse employees are a
resource for
organizational learning
and adaptive change
because they have a
variety of insights, skills,
and experiences as a result
of their membership in
various cultural identity
groups.

Assimilation
Employees are treated as
organizational insiders but
are not valued for unique
contributions in the work
group.

Differentiation
Employees are treated as
organizational outsiders, but
their unique contributions
are valued.

Inclusion
Employees are treated as
organizational insiders
and their unique
contributions are valued.

Figure 4: Reconciling ORD and Inclusion Climate Dimensions (Ely & Thomas, 1996;
Shore et al., 2011)
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Hypotheses
Supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity.
Some factors that have been proposed to have an impact on inclusion climate
development are organizational strategy, top management team beliefs and experiences,
and direct supervisors’ beliefs and behaviors (Boekhorst 2015; Guillaume et al, 2014).
Supportive diversity management policies and practices as well as the rationale behind
them are likely to be key factors in inclusion climate formation (Guillaume et al., 2014).
Supervisors’ understanding of ORDs can help to explain why some organizations boast
inclusive climates and some do not.
Although little empirical research has investigated the antecedents of climate for
inclusion (Dwertmann & Boehm, 2016), scholars suggest that both supervisors and top
management team beliefs have an impact on inclusive climates (Boekhorst, 2015;
Guillame et al, 2014). Top management leadership beliefs about diversity are expected to
have a relationship with inclusion climate via upper echelons theory (Guillame et al.,
2014).
Upper echelons theory states that organizations are a reflection of their top
manager’s interpretations of situations as well as their experiences and values (Hambrick
and Mason 1984; Hambrick 2007). Consistent with this theory, organizational rationale
for diversity is based on employee perceptions of upper management’s values and
experiences. Upper management’s beliefs or rationales about diversity can impact
inclusion climate perceptions (Boekhorst, 2015; Guillame et al, 2014; Mor Barak, 2015).
Guillame et al. (2014) proposed that organizational diversity management via top
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managers and direct supervisors creates conditions that contribute to the development of
a strong work group climate for inclusion. I argue supervisors’ perceptions of upper
management’s intentions regarding the purpose for diversity can impact inclusion climate
within the work group.
When an organization’s leaders make the strategic choice to prioritize effective
diversity management, a culture of inclusion is likely to follow with the help of
supervisor implementation. Leaders’ beliefs about diversity permeate throughout the
organization and can impact supervisors’ perceptions of the importance of diversity.
Supervisors’ perceptions of their organization’s rationale for diversity can provide
meaningful cues as to how and when they utilize their diverse employees. Furthermore,
supervisors’ understanding of why their organization implements diversity programming
provides the context they need implement their organization’s diversity strategy
effectively. Depending on the supervisor’s perception of the diversity rationale, a
supervisor may create an environment where all employees, regardless of background,
feel valued and wanted or may only value diverse employee insights when differentiated
consumer segments are at stake.
According to the interactive approach to climate formation, a supervisor’s
implementation of organizational diversity strategy can influence inclusion climate
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Hambrick, 2007). In addition, supervisor communication and
actions regarding diversity to subordinates can have an impact on inclusive climates,
since employees look to their supervisor for behavioral cues. Therefore, a supervisor’s
understanding of the organization’s rationale for diversity is an important factor in
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creating inclusive climates. In alignment with the reconciliation of the ORD and
inclusion climate frameworks discussed earlier, I suggest that as supervisor perceptions
of ORD becomes more inclusive, the unit climate for inclusion will increase. Supervisors
who perceive an Integration-and-Learning organizational rationale for diversity are more
likely to foster effective inclusivity than supervisors who perceive an Access-andLegitimacy and Discrimination-and-Fairness organizational rationale for diversity, thus:
H1a: More inclusive supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity
ratings will have a positive relationship with unit inclusion climate perceptions.

H1b: Supervisor perceptions of Integration-and-Learning organizational rationale for
diversity will have a positive relationship with unit inclusion climate perceptions.

H1c: Supervisor perceptions of Integration-and-Learning organizational rationale for
diversity will have a stronger relationship with unit inclusion climate perceptions than
supervisor perceptions of Discrimination-and-Fairness organizational rationale for
diversity.

H1d: Supervisor perceptions of Integration-and-Learning organizational rationale for
diversity will have a stronger relationship with unit inclusion climate perceptions than
supervisor perceptions of Access-and-Legitimacy organizational rationale for diversity.
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Organizational Structure.

Organizational structure is a way to classify the manner in which tasks are
completed, power is distributed, and responsibility is allocated in organizations. This
study turns to Burns and Stalker’s (1961) typology of organizational structure: organic
vs. mechanistic, which are two distinctly different sets of management practices and
procedures. Mechanistic organizations consist of highly centralized, bureaucratic
structures, whereas organic organizations are more flexible and decentralized (Daft,
1995; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). Burns and Stalker's conclusion was that
organizations with organic structures are better suited to adapt to dynamic environments
due to the autonomy given to employees and their resulting ability to innovate and
change quickly. In organizations with mechanistic structures, clearly defined hierarchies
demand that work be distributed among specialist roles, which are more suitable for
stable environments (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Organizations choose the structure that best
suits their overall strategy and this choice ultimately affects key stakeholders like their
own employees.

According to Burns and Stalker‘s theory (1961), organizations with organic
structures should have more conducive environments for diversity strategy than
organizations with mechanistic structures. In organic organizations, information flows
through the organization easier, quickly disseminating the variety of perspectives that is
required in order to respond to the changing environment (Bourgeois et al., 1978).
Organic organizational structures are more flexible and decentralized, allowing for
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employees from different ethnic, educational, and experiential backgrounds as well as
different genders to contribute their ideas to help the organization succeed. The more that
diverse employees are allowed to contribute to the organization and to influence
decisions, the more empowered and integrated they will feel within the organization (Mor
Barak et al., 1998).

As Fink and Pastore (1999) proposed, organizations that are more flexible in their
decision making and communication will have more proactive diversity initiatives than
rigid organizations. In contrast, mechanistic structures may adversely impact diversity
strategy implementation, leaving diverse employees feeling excluded and unappreciated
because the structure does not make room for unique perspectives and contributions.
These organizational constraints make it difficult for employees with diverse perspectives
to contribute in a meaningful way. Organic structures are better suited to receive and act
on the variety of ideas and innovations that heterogeneous groups bring.

Organizational structure is comprised of multiple dimensions, which have been
extensively studied in management research (James & Jones, 1976, MacDuffie, 1995).
Some of the dimensions include specialization, formalization, centralization,
administrative intensity, slack resources, external and internal communication, and
vertical differentiation (Daft, 1995). Given Fink and Pastore’s (1999) proposed
relationship between decision making and communication in organic environments and
proactive diversity, the specific dimensions of organizational structure that are most
relevant to this study are formalization and communication. Formalization is the degree
to which rules, procedures, and responsibilities are specified for individual employees,
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units, and the organization as whole (Pugh, Hickson, Hinings, & Turner, 1968). Low
levels of formalization found in organic structures are defined by “rules and procedures
that encourage creativity, autonomous work and learning” (Nahm, Vonderembse, &
Koufteros, 2003). Mechanistic organizations with high levels of formalization often have
“rules and procedures that deprive employees of such opportunities” (Nahm et al. et al.,
2003).

According to the structural approach to climate formation, the extent of
formalization may have an impact on climate for inclusion formation (Field & Abelson,
1982). In mechanistic structures, creativity and learning are not necessarily encouraged
because the organization’s strategy is to master set objectives, not to generate new
objectives or ideas. When a variety of perspectives and experiences are valued, creativity
and learning thrive. In formalized environments, these activities are stifled because rules
and regulations dictate how and when employees perform their jobs. Employees are less
likely to feel respected and valued for their unique perspectives if there are limited
opportunities to share those perspectives in the first place. A supervisor’s perception of
an organization’s rationale for diversity could be inclusive, but the level of formalization
in the unit would create an obstacle to actual implementation of diversity program targets.
The relationship between ORD and inclusion climate is negatively impacted as the level
of formalization increases, thus:

H2: Formalization moderates the positives relationship between supervisor perceptions
of organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion climate, such that when
formalization increases, the relationship is weakened.
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Similar to formalization, the level of communication can have an impact on the
relationship between organizational rationale for diversity and inclusion climate. Level
of communication is the degree to which communication is easy, fast and plentiful rather
than difficult, slow, and limited (Nahm et al., 2003). It also takes into account the
frequency with which employees from different levels communicate. As the environment
becomes more mechanistic, communication throughout the organization slows. This is
due to the lack of two-way communication in mechanistic environments. Communication
in mechanistic structures is typically top-down with rare occurrences of bottom-up or
interdepartmental communication. In organic organizations, however, the level of interdepartmental or peer-to-peer communication increases and the nature of top-down
communication changes from direct orders to information exchange and knowledge
transfer (Nahm et al., 2003).
The structural approach to climate formation states that the level of
communication may impact inclusive climate formation (Ashforth, 1985). With
communication being a low priority, mechanistic environments may not offer an
opportunity for employees of various backgrounds to interact in a meaningful way.
Interaction between different groups of people is an important part of maintaining
inclusive work environments (Pelled et al., 1999). Organizations with higher levels of
communication allow opportunities for employees from various functional backgrounds
and different levels in the organization to work together to solve problems. Furthermore,
messaging about organizational rationale for diversity is likely to be ineffective or lost in
transit within environments where communication is difficult and limited. Mechanistic
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environments are less likely to provide communication channels that would 1.) allow
employees of all backgrounds to interact and 2.) allow the organizational rationale for
diversity to permeate throughout the organization, thus:

H3: Level of communication moderates the positive relationship between supervisor
perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion climate, such that
when the level of communication is high, the relationship is strengthened.

Supervisor Universal Diversity Orientation.
The supervisor or direct manager has an important role to play in the
implementation of an inclusive climate. Diversity-supportive leadership behavior through
all managerial ranks is essential to create positive unit climates (Avery & McKay, 2010).
Managers carry out diversity-related tasks as outlined by upper level managers and
owners. CEOs and members of top management should adopt a proactive championing
role in valuing diversity (Gilbert & Ivancevich, 2000), since their values and behaviors
cascade to lower ranks of the organization (Boehm, Dwertmann, Bruch, & Shamir,
2015). In addition, supervisors who display authentic inclusive behaviors and reward
systems that reinforce inclusive behaviors are likely to foster inclusion in organizations
(Boekhorst, 2015).
Although leadership and top management's commitment to cultural diversity is
vitally important for inclusive climates to form, line managers are an integral part of
championing diversity programming (Cox & Blake, 1991). Direct supervisors implement
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the strategies based their understanding of ORD and their own personal diversity values.
One study found that leader inclusiveness, as it pertains to status differences, had a
positive relationship with work unit engagement via psychological safety (Nembhard &
Edmondson, 2006). In this study, leader inclusiveness consisted of having an appreciation
of others’ contributions to the work unit.
Equipped with an understanding of the rationale behind an organization’s
diversity management policies and procedures, line managers have the ability to impact
inclusion climate positively or negatively. Guillaume and colleagues (2014) suggest that
the impact of an organization’s diversity management strategy on the formation of a
favorable work group climate for inclusion is dependent upon middle management
leadership (Guillaume et al., 2014). Manager behaviors become events that employees
interpret for meaning (Rentsch, 1990). A manager who values the diversity of her
employees is more likely to help create and sustain inclusion climate than a manager who
values uniformity among employees.
Universal Diversity Orientation (UDO) is found mostly in the psychology and
counseling literature and can be defined as an attitude toward all other persons, in which
similarities and differences are both recognized and accepted (Fuertes, 2000). UDO is
not the presence or absence of prejudice, but the movement toward or away from
diversity (Miville, Gelso, Pannu, Liu, Holloway, & Fuertes, 1999). Some of the defining
characteristics of diversity orientation include multicultural self-awareness and positive
attitudes toward racial diversity and women's equality (Ponterotto, Utsey, & Pedersen
2006). People who have high diversity orientations consciously place themselves in a
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variety of environments because they appreciate similarities and differences in others
(Miville et al., 1999). As a result, these experiences enhance connections with people of
different backgrounds and may even reinforce their own attitude toward diversity
(Miville et al., 1999).
In alignment with the interactive approach to climate formation, supervisors
impact inclusion climate formation in a variety of ways. Supervisors who have positive
attitudes toward diversity are more likely to display inclusive behaviors. This can affect
not only the manner in which they lead, but also their expectations of employees to
replicate the behavior, both of which are important for the manifestation of inclusive
climates (Rentsch, 1990). A supervisor who does not value diversity will be more
resistant to effectively implementing the programming or policies outlined in the
organization’s diversity strategy. His or her beliefs about diversity may not align with the
organization’s philosophy on diversity. In addition, work unit members seek information
about behavioral expectations from their supervisor and from peers via social information
processing (Salanick & Pfeffer, 1978; Morrison, 2002). A leader who fosters inclusivity
among employees is essential to sustaining inclusivity (Boekhorst, 2015). Supervisors
who have low diversity orientations may communicate to employees that differences are
not valued and are likely to transfer diverse-averse behaviors to subordinates who are
looking for cues about behavioral norms (Boekhorst, 2015), thus:

H4: Supervisor’s diversity orientation moderates the positive relationship between
supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion
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climate, such that when the supervisor’s diversity orientation is high, the relationship is
strengthened.

Unit Diversity Orientation.

Work unit members also have a role to play in the successful implementation of
climate for inclusion as individual differences can impact inclusion climate perceptions
(Martins & Parsons, 2007). The diversity orientation of work unit members is important
to forming inclusive climates because it determines the unit’s willingness to learn from
different types of people. Inclusive organizations are those that value the skills and
experiences of all organizational members. Employees need to exhibit cultural awareness
in order to help maintain inclusive climates (Miville et al., 1999). Moreover, people who
have high diversity orientations are comfortable with having their own ideas and
perceptions challenged, which is an important factor in fostering healthy conflict and
debate of which inclusive climates boast (Shore et al., 2011). When communicating with
coworkers from different backgrounds, members of high diversity-oriented units receive
information that may or may not conflict with their own personal ideas.
According to the interactive approach to climate formation, coworker interactions
help individuals define practices and procedures and compel them to make adjustments to
their own behaviors to converge with the environment (Ashforth, 1985). Units with high
diversity orientations are interested in learning about new ways of thinking and about
different experiences represented in the unit. Since units that have high diversity
orientations value different perspectives, employees are not likely to feel the need to
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assimilate to gain acceptance and are not likely to be ostracized for being different. It is
also an important part of strategy implementation. Units that have high diversity
orientations are likely to be open to inclusive organizational strategy efforts and are likely
to display inclusive behaviors. Thus,

H5: Unit diversity orientation moderates the positive relationship between supervisor
perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion climate
perceptions, such that when unit diversity orientation is high, the relationship is
strengthened.

Methods
Sample.
A snowball sample was derived from graduate students in a variety of business
disciplines in a large public university. Participants were required to be consenting adults
who worked at least 30 hours per week with a team of individuals that report to the same
direct supervisor. A total of 320 students were asked to participate in the study and to
refer individuals from their work teams in exchange for extra credit, which returned 57
completed surveys. Graduate students who completed the survey were awarded extra
credit. The snowball sample yielded 107 completed surveys from the focal participants’
coworkers and supervisors. After evaluating the data for completed work units, a total of
22 work units consisting of 95 individuals were included in the sample. In this study, a
work unit was comprised of one supervisor and at least three unit members, which is
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sufficient for group analysis. The mean unit size was 4.32 individuals. The sample size
was considerably small given the group level analysis that should be performed and
number of moderators to be analyzed. Ideally, data would have been collected from 150
groups.
The average tenure for supervisors in the sample was 9.6 years and the average
age was 36.9. The sample consisted of 73% women and 27% men. In addition, the
sample was 95% White and 5% Black. Among the supervisors in the sample, 4% had
associate degrees, 64% had bachelor’s degrees, and 32% had master’s degrees. The
subordinates had an average tenure of 4.6 years and consisted of 86% women and 14%
men. The subordinate sample was 84% White, 13% Black, and 3% Asian. Among the
subordinates, 8.3% had some college experience, 9.3% had associate degrees, 68% had
bachelor’s degrees, 13% had master’s degrees, and 1.4% had doctoral degrees.

Procedures.
Students were informed of the research study and extra credit opportunity during
classroom visits. Students then received a link to the survey as well as an invitational
email. Focal participants completed an online survey and were also asked to provide the
contact information for at least three coworkers and their supervisor, who were directly
contacted to participate in the study. Participants created a unique PIN, which was used
for linking their responses to their contacts’ responses. Surveys were distributed and
collected using a secured online platform (i.e. Qualtrics).
Once participants had signified their informed consent to participate, they were
directed to the survey. On the consent form, participants were assured of the
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confidentiality of their answers and that their answers would not be shared with their
coworkers or other organizational members. The same procedure was used for the
referred participants. Survey data from the snowball sample was linked to the focal
participant data using the generated PIN number, which was provided to them in the
invitational emails. Supervisors were asked to assess their perception of their
organization’s rationale for diversity, formalization, communication, and their own
diversity orientation. Their subordinates were asked to complete a survey to assess
inclusive climate perceptions and their own diversity orientation.

Measures.
Organizational Rationale for Diversity: The ORD measure developed for this
dissertation was used. Table 8 includes a full list of items (α = .947).
Inclusion Climate was measured using Nishii’s climate for inclusion scale (2013).
The 15-item scale includes items like: “In this [unit], people often share and learn about
one another as people” and “Employees of this [unit] are valued for who they are as
people, not just for the jobs that they fill” (α = .903).
Organizational Structure: Formalization was measured using Pugh et al.’s (1968)
5-item scale. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from very accurate to
very inaccurate. The measure includes statements like “The organization has a large
number of written rules and policies” (α = .845). Level of communication was measured
using an adaptation of frequency of communication measure (Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, and
Garud, 1999). Respondents were asked to report on the frequency of communication with
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supervisors, peers, and subordinates in an average week. Items were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from very infrequent to very frequent (α = .785).
Universal Diversity Orientation: The Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity
Scale- Short (M-GUDS-S) measures universal-diverse orientation (Fuertes et al., 2000).
UDO measures awareness and potential acceptance of both similarities and differences in
others. The ten-item scale includes items like “I am interested in learning about the many
cultures that have existed in this world” and “It is very important that a friend agrees with
me on most issues.” Supervisor UDO achieved an alpha of .511 and unit UDO achieved
an alpha of .598.
Control Variables: Overall justice climate (α = .839) and psychological safety
climate (α = .904) were included as control variables because they may be conceptually
related to inclusion climate (Nishii, 2013). The six-item measure for overall justice
climate developed by Ambrose and Schminke (2009) includes items like “Overall, I’m
treated fairly by the organization” and “In general, the treatment I receive around here is
fair.” Psychological safety climate includes items like “When someone in our company
makes a mistake, it is often held against them” (Edmonson, 1999). I also controlled for
work unit size and work unit tenure due to the potential relationship with the outcomes
(Jackson et al., 2003, Shin, Kim, Lee, & Bian, 2012). Lastly, I controlled for work unit
demographics, gender and race.

Data Analysis.
To analyze the data, regression analysis was used via SPSS statistical software.
Due to the small sample size and the number of moderating variables, other means of
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analyzing the data such as structural equation modeling (SEM) was not possible. For
similar reasons, multi-level modeling was not possible. However, hierarchical regression
was utilized by differentiating the work units through coding, then by utilizing group
means for regression analysis. With small group samples, analyzing data with linear
regression analysis of group means and utilizing White’s heteroscedasticity adjustment
provides sufficient statistical power (Foster-Johnson & Kromey, 2018). Scale scores for
each measure were calculated, then group means were calculated for group variables.
If the sample size were larger, several different methods for analysis would have
been utilized. The theoretical model in this study is a micro-macro group model because
the main relationship consists of an individual level construct (ORD) predicting a group
level outcome (inclusion climate). Unit diversity orientation and inclusion climate would
need to be aggregated to the group level for analysis. To assess whether aggregation to
the group level is appropriate, rwg(j), ICC(1) and ICC(2) would need to be calculated
(Bliese, 2000; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). This would determine interrater
agreement, the variability predictable from group membership, and the reliability of
between-group differences. For hypothesis testing, SEM would be an ideal tool because it
is useful for new measures in determining how the underlying items that influence study
variables.

Results
Table 13 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations of the study
variables.
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Table 13: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Study Variables

1. ORD
2. Integration-and-Learning ORD
3. Discrimination-and-Fairness ORD
4. Unit Inclusion Climate
5. Unit Formalization
6. Unit Communication
7. Supervisor Diversity Orientation
8. Unit Diversity Orientation

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

3.89
4.33
4.22
3.74
4.18
5.18
4.11
4.10

.589
.682
.523
.730
.733
.656
.330
.470

.943**
.896**
-.041
.308
.125
-.060
-.004

.778**
-.053
.292
.174
-.085
-.154

-.032
.216
.012
-.155
.096

-.045
.242
.156
-.172

.072
-.381
-.297

.201
-.494*

.206

-

n= 22; ** = correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * = correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
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The correlations were moderate between ORD and the proposed moderating mechanisms
unit formalization and communication, as well as supervisor and unit diversity
orientation. The results reveal moderate correlations between the moderating mechanisms
and inclusion climate. The low, negative correlation between ORD and inclusion climate
indicates a weak relationship between the two variables.

Hypothesis Tests.
Prior to testing Hypothesis 1a, analysis of the assumptions was conducted to
ensure the data met the conditions for regression analysis (Pedhazur, 1997). To assess
normality, the Shapiro-Wilk test was derived and was not significant (p = .894),
indicating normality of the data. Also, a histogram revealed a bell curve, indicating
normality of the data. Multicollinearity was assessed by observing the correlations
between the predictor variables, which indicated no issues with high correlations,
however some correlations between ORD and moderating variables were weak.
In addition, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was analyzed for each variable
(ranging from 1.170 to 3.10) and each VIF was less than 5, signaling no issues with
multicollinearity. Homoscedasticity was analyzed by plotting the standardized predicted
values against the standardized residuals. The scatterplot displayed an even spread of data
points, indicating the error terms were the same across the values of the independent
variables. Lastly, linearity was assessed by plotting ORD against inclusion climate. The
scatter plot displayed a lack of linearity as the points nearly form a linear pattern. Due to
small sample size and the impact it can have on linearity, I continued with analyzing the
data.
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Other analysis conducted before hypothesis testing were White’s test for
heteroscedasticity (1980) and Blau’s index (1977) for heterogeneity of groups. White’s
test was conducted as a condition for performing regression analysis using group means.
A non-significant p-value would indicate that the data was suitable for analysis. The pvalue for White’s test (p = 0.51) indicated that proceeding with regression analysis using
group means was appropriate. Calculating Blau’s index for heterogeneity transforms the
demographic makeup of groups to a statistic that can used in analysis. Blau’s index was
calculated for each unit on both race and gender because they were used as control
variables in this study.
Table14 shows the results of the regression analysis used to test the predicted
main effects and interaction effects on inclusion climate. Hypothesis 1a predicted that
more inclusive supervisor perceptions of ORD ratings would lead to higher unit inclusion
climate perceptions. This direct relationship was not significant, thus hypothesis 1a was
not supported (β = -.151, p > .10).
The assumptions for regression were analyzed prior to testing Hypothesis 1b
(Pedhazur, 1997). The Shapiro-Wilk test was not significant (p = .894), indicating
normality of the data. Also, a histogram revealed a bell curve, also indicating normality
of the data. The VIF was analyzed for each variable (ranging from 1.170 to 2.93) and
signaled no issues with multicollinearity. A scatterplot of the standardized predicted
values against the standardized residuals displayed an even spread of data points,
indicating homoscedasticity. Linearity was assessed by plotting Integration-and-Learning
against inclusion climate. The scatter plot displayed a positive linear relationship.
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Table 14: Results of Regression Analysis for Hypothesis Tests
Regression Analysis for Hypothesis Tests
Hypothesis 1a
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.293
.232
Psychological Safety Climate
.431
.212
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.036
.018
Gender
.053
.571
Race
.658
.543
Predictor
ORD
-.151
.223
R²
.699
Hypothesis 1b
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.313
.229
Psychological Safety Climate
.409
.207
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.035
.018
Gender
.072
.575
Race
.650
.551
Predictor
Integration-and-Learning ORD
-.099
.187
R²
.697
Hypothesis 2
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.215
.224
Psychological Safety Climate
.544
.231
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.045
.019
Gender
.046
.561
Race
.245
.616
Predictor
ORD
-2.043
2.195
Formalization
-1.330
2.010
ORDxFormalization
.412
.520
R²
.751
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Regression Analysis for Hypothesis Tests
Hypothesis 3
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.052
.259
Psychological Safety Climate
.622
.230
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.033
.018
Gender
.139
.541
Race
.953
.572
Predictor
ORD
-.789
1.257
Communication
-.031
1.046
ORDxCommunication
.104
.259
R²
.770
Hypothesis 4
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.258
.229
Psychological Safety Climate
.475
.207
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.039
.018
Gender
-.118
.741
Race
.644
.626
Predictor
ORD
-.657
3.343
Supervisor’s UDO
-.618
3.073
ORDxSupervisor’s UDO
.116
.792
R²
.704
Hypothesis 5
Variables
Inclusion Climate
β
SE
Control
Overall Justice
.242
.268
Psychological Safety Climate
.473
.235
Unit Size
-.001
.001
Unit Tenure
.031
.024
Gender
.203
.635
Race
.513
.685
Predictor
ORD
.594
2.563
Team’s UDO
.543
2.460
ORDxTeam’s UDO
-.189
.617
R²
.714
n= 22; p> .10
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White’s test for heteroscedasticity indicated (p = .33) that the data was suitable for
regression analysis using group means.
Hypothesis 1b predicted that supervisor perceptions of Integration-and-Learning
organizational rationale for diversity would have a positive relationship with unit
inclusion climate perceptions. Similar to Hypothesis 1a, this relationship was not
significant, thus Hypothesis 1b was not supported (β = -.099, p > .10). The small sample
size did not allow for the testing of Hypotheses 1c and 1d. Hypotheses 2-5 were
dependent on a significant relationship between ORD/Integration-and-Learning and
inclusion climate. The conditions for moderation analysis were not met; however,
Hypotheses 2-5 were still tested.
Analysis of the assumptions for Hypothesis 2 indicated problems with
multicollinearity and linearity. The VIF was analyzed for each variable (ranging from
1.314 to 460.24) and since some factors were greater than 5, there was indication that
multicollinearity may exist in the data. Linearity was assessed by plotting the interaction
term against inclusion climate. The scatter plot displayed a lack of linearity in the data.
The p-value for White’s test (p = 0.51) indicated that proceeding with regression analysis
using group means was appropriate for Hypotheses 2-5. Hypothesis 2 stated that
formalization moderates the positive relationship between supervisor perceptions of
organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion climate. This relationship was not
significant; thus Hypothesis 2 was not supported (β = .412, p > .10).
Assumptions tests for Hypothesis 3 also displayed issues with multicollinearity
and linearity. The VIF for each variable ranged from 1.170 to 109.02. A scatterplot of the
interaction and dependent variables displayed a lack of linearity as the points nearly form
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a linear pattern. Hypothesis 3 predicted that level of communication moderates the
positive relationship between supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for
diversity and unit inclusion climate. This relationship did not reach significance; thus
Hypothesis 3 was not supported (β = .104, p > .10).
Next, assumptions for regression were analyzed prior to testing Hypothesis 4. The
VIF was analyzed for each variable (ranging from 1.259 to 343.28), which indicated
issues with multicollinearity. Linearity was also an issue as a scatterplot of the interaction
against inclusion climate displayed a lack of linearity. Hypothesis 4 stated that
supervisor’s diversity orientation moderates the positive relationship between supervisor
perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and unit inclusion climate.
Hypothesis 4 was not supported (β = .116, p > .10) as this relationship did not reach
statistical significance.
Lastly, analysis of the assumptions for Hypothesis 5 also displayed problems with
multicollinearity and linearity of the data. The VIF for each variable ranging from 1.259
to 287.37 indicated multicollinearity. Linearity was assessed by plotting interaction
against inclusion climate. The scatter plot displayed that the data did not form a linear
pattern. Hypothesis 5 stated that unit diversity orientation moderates the positive
relationship between supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity and
unit inclusion climate perceptions. This relationship did not reach statistical significance;
thus Hypothesis 5 was not supported (β = -.189, p > .10).
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Discussion
Data from 22 work units did not provide support for the primary hypothesis that
more inclusive supervisor perceptions of organizational rationale for diversity, along with
the Integration-and-Learning rationale, would have a significant relationship with
inclusion climate. An important empirical contribution of this study is that it represents a
first step in inclusion climate formation research. Although the hypotheses were not
supported here, it can serve as a resource for future studies involving both ORD and
inclusion climate. The results of this study did not find support for the primary
hypothesis; therefore, organizations may select focus their efforts on other areas that may
have a greater influence on inclusion in their organizations. However, it is too early to
determine if supervisor perception of ORD is an influences inclusion climates formation.
The purpose of this study was to shed light on factors that impact inclusion
climate. Although this study has limitations involving the sample, it is possible that
organizational philosophies for diversity programming may not influence supervisors to
foster inclusive climates. Other factors such as supervisor’s diversity orientation, race,
gender, education, personality, or personal experiences may have a greater influence on
their ability to help form unit inclusion climate. Unit-level factors such as diversity within
the group or the nature of tasks could also have an impact on inclusion climate. Future
studies involving the ORD construct would be beneficial in determining the level of
influence it has on inclusion climate. Although Hypotheses 2-5 tested moderating
mechanisms, it was done so under violations of the assumptions necessary for regression.
Thus, diversity orientation and organizational structure are constructs that still need to be
investigated.
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Limitations
This study has several limitations including small sample size and limited
demographics of the sample. Although steps were taken to account for the small sample
size, the size of the sample could have impacted on the results. In addition, a larger
sample would have allowed for different methods of analysis as previously mentioned.
Secondly, the sample for both supervisors and subordinates were mostly White women.
The supervisors were 73% women and 95% White, and the subordinates were 86%
women and 84% White. Diversity studies typically account for differences between
demographics of interest when investigating climate. This study lacks gender and racial
diversity in the sample, which could have impacted the results of this inclusion climate
study.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

In order to gain competitive advantage in their industries and to avoid crises that
stem from the mismanagement of diversity, organizations are looking for ways to better
manage diversity within their workforces. Scholars have turned their attention to
inclusion in an effort to uncover mechanisms that further explain the relationship between
diversity in the workforce and competitive advantage. Although inclusive workspaces are
desirable, the field is lacking investigations on the factors that lead to inclusive climates.

This dissertation reviews the inclusion literature from the management field,
develops a measure of organizational rationale for diversity (ORD), and empirically tests
the relationship between ORD and inclusion climate in an attempt to uncover factors that
lead to inclusion climate formation. The review of inclusion literature revealed that
diversity and inclusion are theoretically separate concepts; discriminant validity tests
reveal a great deal of overlap. Diversity is the heterogeneity among group members and
inclusion is feeling of belongingness and uniqueness among employees that stems from
efficient diversity management. Inclusion has taken on several characteristics and
definitions in a short time. Some characteristics include proactive leadership and voice
equality. A summary of definitions can be found in Chapter Two. Theoretical antecedents
to inclusion include organizational strategy and top management team leadership.
Outcomes include increased organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and creativity.
Future directions for scholars include studying effective diversity management rather
than validating the need for diversity in organizations and considering factors that lead to
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inclusion climate, such as Dass and Parker (1999) Ely and Thomas (2001) diversity
framework.

The ORD measure developed in Chapter Three stems from the aforementioned
diversity framework and differs from other organizational diversity measures in that it
assesses the philosophy or reasoning behind diversity efforts and programming. As a
result of a robust measure development process, 13 items were retained for the ORD
measure and reached an acceptable level of reliability (α = .940). The CFA confirmed a
second order factor structure for the ORD measure with three first order factors. The
ORD measure represents a step forward in testing the framework and allows researchers
to empirically test Dass and Parker’s (1999) framework.

Chapter Four empirically investigates the relationship between supervisor ORD
perceptions and unit inclusion climate. Data collected from 22 work units suggest that
supervisor perceptions of ORD do not have a significant relationship with inclusion
climate. In addition, supervisors who perceive an Integration-and-Learning rationale do
not significantly influence their unit’s inclusion climates. This study is the first empirical
investigation of the diversity perspective framework and as such, theoretically sheds light
on the possible factors that lead to inclusion climate formation. Taken together, this
dissertation adds to the body of knowledge in diversity management by investigating the
usefulness of the diversity perspectives framework, developing a new way view the
framework through the ORD measure, and offering starting point for future studies
regarding inclusion climate formation.
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Mor Barak Inclusion-Exclusion Scale (Mor Barak et al., 1998)
Work Group Involvement (WGI)
1. Feel part of informal discussions in work group
2. Feel isolated from work group
3. Work group members don't share information with me
4. People in work group listen to what I say
5. My judgment is respected by members of work group
6. Work group members make me feel a part of decisions
Influence in Decision Making (IDM)
7. Able to influence organizational decisions
8. Able to influence work assignment decisions
9. Consulted about important project decisions
10. Have a say in the way work is performed
Access to Communications and Resources (ACR)
11. Provided feedback by boss
12. Don't have access to training I need (R)
13. Have all the materials I need to do my job
14. Rarely receive input from my supervisor (R)

Diversity and Inclusion Scale (Roberson, 2006) D=diversity; I-inclusion
1. Equal access to opportunity (D)
2. Equal access to opportunity (I)
3. Equitable systems (D)
4. Equitable systems (I)
5. Fair treatment (D)
6. Fair treatment (I)
7. Affirmative action initiatives (D)
8. Affirmative action initiatives (I)
9. Representation at all levels of the organization (D)
10. Representation at all levels of the organization (I)
11. Representation among internal and external stakeholders (D)
12. Representation among internal and external stakeholders (I)
13. Demonstrated commitment to diversity (D)
14. Demonstrated commitment to diversity (I)
15. Diversity mission, goals, and strategies (D)
16. Diversity mission, goals, and strategies (I)
17. Leadership commitment to diversity (D)
18. Leadership commitment to diversity (I)
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19. Diversity education and training (D)
20. Diversity education and training (I)
21. 360-degree communication and information sharing (D)
22. Participatory work systems and employee involvement (D)
23. Power sharing (D)
24. Teamwork, interdependence, or collaborative environments (D)
25. Shared commitment to organizational goals (D)
26. Focus on innovation and creativity (D)
27. Organizational flexibility, responsiveness, and agility (D)
28. Demonstrated commitment to continuous learning (D)
29. Collaborative conflict resolution processes (D)
30. Shared accountability and responsibility (D)
31. Demonstrated commitment to community relationships (D)
32. 360-degree communication and information sharing (I)
33. Participatory work systems and employee involvement (I)
34. Power sharing (I)
35. Teamwork, interdependence, or collaborative environments (I)
36. Shared commitment to organizational goals (I)
37. Focus on innovation and creativity (I)
38. Organizational flexibility, responsiveness, and agility (I)
39. Demonstrated commitment to continuous learning (I)
40. Collaborative conflict resolution processes (I)
41. Shared accountability and responsibility (I)
42. Demonstrated commitment to community relationships (I)

Climate for Inclusion Scale (Nishii, 2013)
Foundation of equitable employment practices
1. This unit has a fair promotion process
2. The performance review process is fair in this unit
3. This unit invests in the development of all of its employees
4. Employees in this unit receive “equal pay for equal work.”
5. This unit provides safe ways for employees to voice their grievances
Integration of differences
6. This unit is characterized by a non-threatening environment in which people can reveal
their “true” selves.
7. This unit values work-life balance.
8. This unit commits resources to ensuring that employees are able to resolve conflicts
effectively
9. Employees of this unit are valued for who they are as people, not just for the jobs that
they fill
10. In this unit, people often share and learn about one another as people
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11. This unit has a culture in which employees appreciate the differences that people
bring to the workplace
Inclusion in decision making
12. In this unit, employee input is actively sought
13. In this unit, everyone’s ideas for how to do things better are given serious
consideration
14. In this unit, employees’ insights are used to rethink or redefine work practices
15. Top management exercises the belief that problem-solving is improved when input
from different roles, ranks, and functions is considered

Perception of Inclusion Scale (Downey et al., 2015) *5 out 10 items
1. I believe that I play an important role in helping to shape the policies, procedures, and
practices of [the organization]
2. All viewpoints, including those that differ from the majority opinion, are considered
before decisions are made by [the organization]
3. My co-workers show their appreciation for the contributions I make to our department
4. At [the organization], everyone works closely together to accomplish the goals of the
medical center
5. Everyone at [the organization], regardless of background and perspective, is
encouraged to share their ideas openly

Inclusion-Exclusion Scale (Mor Barak et al., 2016)
Inclusion in Work-Related Decisions and Processes
1. I have usually been involved in choosing my work assignments
2. I am able to influence decisions that affect my organization
3. I have a significant say in the way important work is performed by my work group
4. I have input into the process of how my work group gets routine work done
5. I am usually consulted before being asked to be a part of a work group or task team
Inclusion in Work-Related Relationships
6. I feel that I have the cooperation of the people in my work group
7. I can ask anyone in my work group to assist me with my tasks
8. I feel isolated from my work group
9. My co-workers openly share work-related information with me
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Independent Variable
Organizational Rationale for Diversity
Integration-and-Learning
1. It is important to my company that diverse perspectives are utilized as an opportunity
for learning and rethinking primary tasks
2. It is important to my company that employees, regardless of background, feel
comfortable voicing issues with race, gender, and ethnicity
3. It is important to my company that employees from all backgrounds engage in healthy
conflict and debate when problem solving or brainstorming
4. It is important to my company that diverse employees are comfortable displaying and
communicating their perspective and experiences to others
5. Diversity in the workplace is one of my company's core values
6. It is important to my company that diversity values disseminate through the entire
organization
Access-and-Legitimacy
7. It is important to my company to celebrate diversity through festivities (ex: Women’s
History Month celebration, Hispanic Heritage Month celebration, etc.)
8. It is important to my company that diverse employees share their personal experience
when discussing diversity related issues
9. It is important to my company that all departments are aware of the diversity initiatives
and programs offered
10. It is important to my company that managers are introduced to the organization’s
position on diversity
Discrimination-and-Fairness
11. It is important to my company to promote compliance with equal opportunity and
legal mandates
12. It is important to my company to implement diversity practices that are required by
law
13. It is important to my company to hire minorities in numbers that reflect current
government/EEOC mandate

Dependent Variable
Climate for Inclusion (Nishii, 2013)
Foundation of equitable employment practices
1. This unit has a fair promotion process
2. The performance review process is fair in this unit
3. This unit invests in the development of all of its employees
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4. Employees in this unit receive “equal pay for equal work.”
5. This unit provides safe ways for employees to voice their grievances
Integration of differences
6. This unit is characterized by a non-threatening environment in which people can reveal
their “true” selves.
7. This unit values work-life balance.
8. This unit commits resources to ensuring that employees are able to resolve conflicts
effectively
9. Employees of this unit are valued for who they are as people, not just for the jobs that
they fill
10. In this unit, people often share and learn about one another as people
11. This unit has a culture in which employees appreciate the differences that people
bring to the workplace
Inclusion in decision making
12. In this unit, employee input is actively sought
13. In this unit, everyone’s ideas for how to do things better are given serious
consideration
14. In this unit, employees’ insights are used to rethink or redefine work practices
15. Top management exercises the belief that problem-solving is improved when input
from different roles, ranks, and functions is considered

Moderator Variables
Miville-Guzman Universal Diversity Orientation Short (M-GUDS-S) (Fuertes et al.,
2000)
1. I would like to join an organization that emphasizes getting to know people from
different countries.
2. I would like to go to dances that feature music from other countries.
3. I often listen to music of other cultures.
4. I am interested in learning about the many cultures that have existed in this world.
5. I attend events where I might get to know people from different racial backgrounds.
6. Getting to know someone of another race is generally an uncomfortable experience for
me.
7. I am only at ease with people of my own race.
8. It’s really hard for me to feel close to a person of another race.
9. It is very important that a friend agrees with me on most issues.
10. I often feel irritated by persons of a difference race.
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Organizational Structure
Formalization (Pugh et al., 1968)
1. My organization has a large number of written rules and policies
2. A "rules and procedures" manual exists and is readily available within this
organization
3. There is a complete written job description for most jobs in this organization
4. My organization keeps a written record of nearly everyone's job performance
5. There is a formal orientation program for most new members of my organization

Communication (adapted from Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, and Garud, 1999)
In an average week, please rate the frequency in which you communication with other
employees in your organization.
1. Lower level employees?
2. Same level employees?
3. Higher level employees?
4. Your subordinates?
5. Your coworkers?
6. Your supervisor(s)?
7. Employees in other departments?

Control Variables
Size of organization
Size of unit
Demographics
Gender
Race

Perceived Overall Justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009)
1. Overall, I’m treated fairly by my organization
2. In general, I can count on this organization to be fair
3. In general, the treatment I receive around here is fair
4. The way things work in this organization are not fair
5. For the most part, this organization treats its employees fairly
6. Most of the people who work here would say they are often treated unfairly
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Psychological Safety Climate (Edmondson, 1999)
1. In our company some employees are rejected for being different.
2. When someone in our company makes a mistake, it is often held against them.
3. No one in our company would deliberately act in a way that undermines others’ 4.)
efforts. It is difficult to ask others for help in our company.
5. In our company one is free to take risks.
6. The people in our company value others’ unique skills and talents.
7. As an employee in our company one is able to bring up problems and tough issues.
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